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VOL. XXXV., No. 7. 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, DECEMBER 13, 1899. 





CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s UNDERSTOOD that a meeting of the judges was held on 
Thursday afternoon, but nothing has transpired as to the 
business transacted. 





We cnDERsTAND that Mr. Josern Etmer, the senior clerk of 
the first class in the office of the Masters in Lunacy, has been 
appointed to perform the duties lately performed by Mr. Joxy 


STEWART. 





Tue Vacation Norics, which we print in another column, in- 
dicates that there will be no sittings in court during the Christ- 
mas Vacation. Mr. Baron Potzock will act as Vacation Judge 
until the 30th of December, and Mr. Justice Lawrance after 
that date. Four days are fixed for sittings in judges’ chambers. 





Aw orDER under the 2nd section of the Companies (Winding- 

) Act, 1890, made by the Lord Chancellor on the 29th of 
+ le Be last directs that, from and after the Ist of January, 
1891, the jurisdiction of the High Court under that Act shall be 
exercised by the jw of the Chancery Division to whom 
chambers are attach 





We vnperstanp that the date of the entertainment which 
will be held in lieu of the April meeting of the Incorporated Law 
Society has been fixed for Wednesday, the 29th of April, but we 
believe that the precise nature of the entertainment has not as 
yet been decided upon. Mr. E. W. Wiitrawsos, Mr. S. P. B. 
Buexnt11, and Mr, A. Keex, have been appointed honorary 
secretaries to the committee, with Mr. T. Lays as assistant 
honorary secretary, 





Tux Txoorroratsy Law Society of Ireland will . make 
strenuous efforts to precure the passing of the Solicitors (Ire- 
land) Bill, for regulating the profession in that country, and we 
understand that the Council of the I ted Law Society 


of the United Kingdom have mi to help thom. The Bill 
pro to confer on the Tri Tame Sectty Vin eum. pewan 
wit! to investigations as to misconduct as were conferred 
on the ish Law Society hy the Solicitors Act, 1833, 





A aversion recently raised before Mr. Justice Rome — it 
is understood, recei 


a solution having an i 





_ This learned judge act Wuhant 
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| for solicitors, 














100 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Dec. 13, 1890. 








reason, that he had good grounds of complaint by reason of a 
copy of letters to be read in evidence not being supplied for the 
use of the judge, and it was stated that such a copy would not 
be allowed on taxation. This, it now appears, is altogether 
erroneous, and a reference to the Chancery taxing masters has 
brought out the fact that the costs of a copy for the use of the 
court of letters intended to be read in evidence are always 
allowed. 





Mr. Baron Hvuppteston’s death has deprived the bench of a 
clever and efficient judge, expert in the conduct of trials, lucid 
in statement, and decisive in action. Whether owing to the 
desire to escape speedily from a court heated to, say, about 90°, 
or to the learned judge’s clear and persuasive utterances, he 
was singularly successful in leading juries to his view of a case. 
No one pretended that he was a great lawyer, but he filled a 
considerable position in the public estimation, and his ability, 
common sense, and knowledge of men enabled him to fill it very 
satisfactorily. 





THE common sEAL of the Incorporated Law Society has been 
affixed to a petition in favour of the Solicitors (Magistracy) 
Bill, the object of which is to enable practising solicitors to act 
as justices in the county where they practise, while of course 
precluding them from practising, directly or indirectly by them- 
selves or their partners, before any bench of magistrates on 
which they may sit as justices. The council draw attention to 
the fact that although solicitors are at present restricted from 
acting as justices in counties in which they practise, they are at 
liberty to act as such in boroughs, which appears to be an anomaly 
for which no adequate reason exists. The council feel that it 
would be for the public advantage that men who have had a 
legal training, and who possess the knowledge and experience 
which solicitors acquire both before admission and in the course 
of their practice, should not be restrained from administering 
justice in magisterial courts in their own counties. 





Ir we may be permitted respectfully to say so, the appoint- 
ments made by the present Lord Chancellor to the bench of 
the High Court, taken as a whole, reflect the highest credit on 
his sagacity. There was a time when an impression was abroad 
that a seat on that bench would come to be considered as not 
worthy of the acceptance of a leader in large practice ; that all 
the highest ability at the bar was to be reserved for the Court 
of Appeal and tle House of Lords, and that the High Court was to 
be an asylum for political supporters and leaders whose practice 
had declined. The course taken by Lord Hatspury has gone 
far to remove this notion. Not only have most of his appoint- 
ments to the High Court—perhaps, indeed, we may say ail his 
own appointments—been of men of learning, experience, and 
ability, but they have also been of men in the prime of life, 
young enough to undergo the education which most judges 
require to render them thoroughly efficient; and his last 
appointment shews that political reasons are not allowed to 
interfere with his selection. Mr. Rosert Samvet Wriaut, the 
new judge, has been well known as an opponent of the present 
Government, but he has also been known as a lawyer of great 
learning, acuteness, and industry, and for this latter reason he 
has been selected as the successor of Mr. Baron Huppizstoy. 
There may possibly be some little doubt as to the extent of the 
qualities of courtesy and patience possessed by the new judge; 
as to his competence in every other respect we believe there is 
none. 





Or THE NEW RULES in bankruptcy which we printed last week 
(ante, p. 89) a large number, and in particular most of those relat- 
ing to schemes of arrangement and to the discharge of the bank- 
rupt, are simply re-enactmente of existing rules. Herein the 
framers of the rules have followed the policy of the Bankruptey 
Act, 1890, which in sections 3 and 8 contains the whole of the 
statute law on the above subjects, whether this differs or not 
from that contained in the numerous sub-sections of sections 18 
and 28 of the Act of 1883, which have been consequently repealed. 


So now the old rules 195 to 216 of 1886, relating to compositions, 








and 235 to 244, relating to discharge, are repealed, and their 

laces are taken by rules 18 to 38 and 43 to 55 of the new rules, 
he regard to compositions there is little change, except such as is 
rendered n by the new procedure, under which the 
debtor’s proposal will first be submitted to the official receiver, 
and subsequently be either accepted or rejected at a single meet- 
ing of the creditors, But among the rules regulating the dis- 
charge of the bankrupt a few new ones are introduced. Thus, 
by rule 47, the bankrupt is to give two days’ notice in writing to 
the official receiver specifying the statements in his report which 
he intends to dispute on the hearing of the application for dis- 
charge. By rule 49 (3), where the court grants an order of dis- 
charge conditionally upon the bankrupt’s consenting to judgment 
being entered against him, this may be revoked if the consent is 
not given within one month. Where such consent is given, and 
the order thus becomes operative, it is already the duty of the dis- 
charged bankrupt to keep the official receiver informed as to his 
after-acquired property and income, but it is now further provided, 
by rule 54, that statements on these matters made by the bankrupt 
are to be verified by affidavit, and the official receiver or trustee 
may require him to attend before the court for examination. 
Rule 55 is consequent upon the new provision at the end of sec- 
tion 8 (2) (iv.) of the Act of 1890, according to which the terms 
of an order of discharge may be modified if, at the end of two 
years, there is no probability of the bankrupt being able to com- 
ply with them. The rule requires that fourteen days’ notice of 
an application for any such modification shall be given to the 
official receiver and all the creditors. 





Or THE OTHER alterations introduced by the new rules the 
most importént seem to be the following. By rule 12, where a 
debtor against whom a petition has been filed dies before service 
thereof, service may be effected on his personal representatives 
or upon such other persons as the court may think fit. Rule 14 
regulates the procedure under section 2 (2) of the Act of 1890, 
excusing from public examination debtors who are lunatic or 
otherwise incapacitated by mental or physical affliction. Rule 
16 empowers the court, in cases where the public examination of 
a debtor is adjourned sine die, forthwith, and without any notice 
to him, to adjudge him bankrupt. So by rule 17, where a 
debtor is not in England, the court may order service of the 
receiving order and of other orders within such time and in such 
manner and form as it shall think fit. A new class of com- 
missioners for oaths is introduced by rule 39, which allows 
affidavits of proof of debts to be sworn before an assistant 
official receiver or any clerk of an official receiver duly authorized 
in writing by the court or the Board of Trade. Important, too, 
is rule 57, which allows proxies to be signed by any person in 
the employ of the creditor acting under a general authority to 
sign; such authority to be in writing and to be produced to the 
official receiver if required. Rule 63 reproduces with very little 
alteration rule 273 of 1886 relating to small bankruptcies. The 
number of sub-sections, indeed, is reduced from twenty-one to 
fourteen, but this is due to the fact that some of the old pro- 
visions, particularly those regulating compositions, have now 
been lied to all bankruptcies. Rule 64 relates to the new 
enactment of section 21 (3) of the Act of 1890, which applies to 
administrations in bankruptcy the provisions as to trustees and 
committees of inspection. So, too, all the rules with regard to 
these are now in the same way made applicable. Finally, atten- 
tion should be called to rule 69, which re-enacts with important 
alterations rule 320 of 1886, as to the disclaimer of leases. 
Hitherto it has not been possible to disclaim without the leave 
of the court in cases where the bankrupt has sub-let or 
mortgaged the demised premises. In future, however, the 
trustee may serve the lessor and the sub-lessee or mortgagee 
with notice of his intention to disclaim, and such disclaimer may 
then take place without reference to the court if within fourteen 
days none of these parties require the matter to be brought 
before the court. 





Tux casx or Stanley v. Powell, recently decided by Denman, J., 
is interesting as a direct authority that inevitable accident is a 
good defence to an action of trespass for personal injuries. Such, 
of course, has long been settled law in America, the leading cases 
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being Brown v. Kendall (6 Cush. 292), in the Supreme Court of 
Massachusetts, and Zhe Nitro-glycerine case (15 Wall. 524), in 
the Supreme Court of the United States. Both are stated in 
Pollock on Torts (pp. 123-5). In the latter case it was said 
that no one is responsible for injuries resulting from unavoidable 
accident while engaged in a lawful business, and the measure of 
the care to be taken against accident, in order to avoid liability, 
is that which a person of ordinary prudence and caution would 
use if his own interests were affected, and the whole risk were 
his own. But in England, while there is little doubt that this 
principle correctly represents the law, it has been possible to 
quote authority for the opposite view, that a man who acts 
voluntarily acts at his own risk, and if damage to another person 
ensues, he is liable for this, although chargeable neither with 
intent nor negligence. When, however, the authority comes to 
be examined, it resolves itself to a considerable extent into 
arguments advanced by counsel or mere dicta of judges (see 
Pollock on Torts, p. 127, Holmes on the Common Law, Lecture 
III.). On the other hand, even in shooting cases, where special 
care might be supposed to be required, it was long ago held 
settled that entire absence of blameworthiness on the part of 
the actor excuses him from liability. Thus in Weaver vy. Ward 
(A.D. 1616, Hobart, 134), while it was said, ‘‘no man shall be 
excused for a trespass,” the proviso was added, “except it may 
be judged utterly without his fault.” In many of the subse- 
quent cases, which might have been expected to raise the 
question of the defendant’s liability, such as Leame v. Bray (3 
Fast, 593) and Hall vy. Fearnley (3 Q. B. 919), the decision 
was only concerned with the form of the action, whether it 
should be case or trespass, or with matters of pleading, 
though in Wakeman v. Robinson (1 Bing. 213) Datuas, O.J., 
seems to have practically adopted the principle laid down in 
Weaver v. Ward. In the more recent case of Holmes v. Mather 
(L. R, 10 Ex. 261), where the plaintiff had been knocked down 
by runaway horses, and the plea of inevitable accident might 
well have been discussed, the decision rather went upon the 
ground that the accident was an ordinary risk of the road, the 
consequences of which the plaintiff, as a member of the public 
using the road, was bound to put up with. In the recent case 
before Denman, J., the evidence shewed that a shot from the 
defendant’s gun, without any negligence on his part, glanced 
from the bough of a tree and hit the plaintiff. Both plaintiff 
and defendant were members of a shooting party, the latter for 
pleasure, the former as a servant, and, in analogy to ZHolmes v. 
Mather, it might have been said that the plaintiff by his pre- 
sence took upon himself the risk of being accidentally Rae 
Mr. Justice Denman, however, did not thus shirk the main 
question, and, following the tendency of the English cases and, 
though without expressly mentioning them, the settled law of 
the American cases, he held that the want of negligence on the 
part of the defendant, or, in other words, inevitable accident, 
excused him from liability. 


A Bixx to consolidate and amend the Laws relating to the 
Public Health was one of the measures announced in the Queen’s 
Speech. Since the passing of the great consolidating Act of 
1875 (38 & 89 Vict. c. 55) thirteen amending Acts have been 
placed on the statute book: being, the Public Health (Water) 
Act, 1878; the Public Health en Pickers’ Lodgings) Act, 
1882 ; the Epidemic and Other Diseases Prevention Act, 1883 ; 
the Public Health Act, 1875 (Support of Sewers) Amendment 
Act, 1883; the Public Health (Officers) Act, 1884; the Public 
Health and Local Government Conferences Act, 1885; the 
Public Health (Members and Officers) Act, 1885; the Public 
Health (Ships, &c.) Act, 1885; the Public Health (Buildings in 
Streets) Act, 1888; the adoptive Infectious Diseases (Notifica- 
tion) Act, 1889; the Public Health Act, 1889 (which merely 
removes doubts as to the power of the Local Government Board 
to make regulations respecting cholera) ; the adoptive Infectious 
Diseases Prevention Act, 1890; and the adoptive Public Health 
Acts Amendment Act, 1890. None of these, except the three 


adoptive Acts, are of very great importance, but should the 
adoptive Acts come to be largely re ty a consolidation of 
them with the parent Act will bo hig 


ly desirable in two or 
0 


will before long be made compulsory. In connection with the 
subject, it should never be forgotten that the Act of 1875 does 
not apply to the Metropolis, which is in the main governed by 
nearly a score of separate Acts of its own, of which the Nuisances 
Removal Act, 1855, and the Sanitary Act, 1866, are the best 
known and the most important. A separate consolidation of 
these Metropolitan Acts and certain portions of the Metropolis 
Management Acts has been more than once announced as an 
impending Government measure, and we cannot help thi 

that it is much more needed than the more ambitious gene 
Bill announced in the Queen’s Speech. 





Ir Is AN open secret, says a correspondent, that we are 
once more within measurable distance of a new Act to 
amend the present statutory law of trade-marks. Sections 
103 and 104 of the Act of 1883 stand in need of revision. 
In a recent case Mr. Justice Currry pointedly called the at- 
tention of the Attorney-General to the fact that there was 
at least one article in the International Convention binding 
on the Crown for the enforcement of which the existing law 
provided no adequate machinery, and the results of the late 
conference at Madrid will have to be stereotyped by internal 
legislation. The following additional proposals will, in all prob- 
ability, be made. That trade-mark cases should be referred to 
a single judge, in order that uniformity of practice may be 
obtained ; that applicants should be permitted to pay an “ ex- 
pedition” or urgency fee; that “‘a simple system should be 
adopted of depositing labels or other printed matter, which 
should not give the rights conferred by the registration of a 
trade-mark, but with respect to which a certificate might 
given, similar to that issued at Stationers’ Hall, which could be 
used in support of a claim to copyright”; and that the 
comptroller’s certificate under section 77 of the Act of 1883 
that ‘‘ registration has been refused ” should become a certificate 
that the mark is “incapable of being registered.” 








THE NEW PROCEDURE IN WINDING UP. 
I, 


Or the three statutes which compose the companies legislation 
of the present year, the Companies (Memorandum of Associa- 
tion) Act, the Companies (Winding up) Act, and the Directors’ 
Liability Act (53 & 54 Vict. cc. 62, 63, and 64), the second is 
the one of widest application, and which makes the greatest 
changes in the law. Its avowed object is to assimilate the 
roceedizgs in the winding up of companies to proceedings in 
ankrup‘cy, and how effectually this is done is evident from 
the fact that all its most important sections, save where from 
the nature of companies this is impossible, are little more than 
reproductions of corresponding sections of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883. The same policy is carried out, too, in the rules 
under the Act which have been recently signed, and which we 
print elsewhere. These, with the Act, constitute the code of 
the new procedure, and it is thus now ible to state its 
details with some precision. The date fixed for the commence- 
ment of the Act is the Ist of January next, though by section 
31 it is not to apply to companies which are ~ oe being 
wound up under orders made before that date. On the other 
hand, a 180 of the new rules provides that, as to —— 
under orders made after the 3lst of December, the General 
Order of 1862, which contains the rules hitherto in force, shall 
not apply. It will be convenient to take up the various matters 
dealt with in the order in which they appear in the sections of 
the Act. 

Jurisdiction to wind up, and the conduct of winding-up business 
(sections 1—3, rules 4—21, 33—41),—The courts having jurisdic- 
tion in winding up are to be the High Court, the Palatine 
courts of Lancaster and Durham, the county covrts, and the 
Stannaries Court. The general rule is that the proceedings are 
to be in the High Court where the amount of the capi i 
up exceeds £10,000, otherwise in the county courts. But in the 


latter case it is necessary that the oar office of the com- 
pany—an expression which is defined by section 32 (3) to be the 





three years’ time, and it may, perhaps, 


expected that they 


registered office for the greater part of the preceding six months 
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—should be situate within the jurisdiction of a court having 
jurisdiction under the Act. By section 92 (2) of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1883, the Lord Chancellor has power to exclude any 
county court from having jurisdiction in bankruptcy, and he is 
now bound, by section 1 (5) of the present Act, to exclude such 
courts also from having jurisdiction in winding up. Moreover, 
he may exclude any other county court, and may attach its 
district, for the purpose of winding-up proceedings, to the High 
Court or to some other county court. Where a company with a 
paid-u — of over £10,000 is situate within the jurisdic- 
tion of a Palatine court, then the proceeding may be either in 
that court or in the High Court (section 1 (2)). On the other 
hand, where a company is solely engaged in working mines 
within the Stantiaries, the proceedings are to be in the Stan- 
naries Court, whatever may be the amount of the capital, and 
wherever the registered office may be situated (section 1 (4) ). 

In section 1 the jurisdiction is conferred on the “ High 
Court” generally ; but by section 2 the decision as to what 
judge is to exercise the jurisdiction is left with the Lord Chan- 
cellor, and it is for him from time to time to assign it either to 
a judge or judges of the Chancery Division, or to the judge in 
bankruptcy. Sych judge, when appointed, has power, under 
rule 4 (2), to determine what business shall be taken in court 
and what in chambers, but, subject to his directions, the present 
practice, so far as the High Court is concerned, will prevail 
(rule 4 (1)). In other courts certain business is required by 
rule 5 to be heard in open court—viz., petitions, public exami- 
nations, rectifications of the register, appeals from the official 
receiver and Board of Trade, and from any decision or act of 
the liquidator, applications as to the admission or rejection of 

and proceedings to make directors or others criminally or 

civilly liable. A transfer of proceedings from one court to 
another is authorized by section 3 of the Act in terms very 
similar to those of section 97 (2) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
and, as in bankruptcy under section 97 (3), so now in winding 
up, where any question arises in the course of the proceedings, 
the opinion of the High Court may be obtained by stating a 
ial case. This is to be done either at the instance of all 
the parties, or of one of the parties and the inferior judge. 
Rules 8 to 15 govern the transfer of proceedings, and, of 
course,’ the old enactments as to jurisdiction and transfer— 
namely, section 81 of the Companies Act, 1862, and sections 41 
and 42 of that of 1867—are repealed (see the 2nd schedule to 
the Act). Moreover, the above provision for obtaining the 
pagers of the High Court on a special case takes the place of 

e right of appeal from county courts conferred by section 43 
of the last-mentioned Act. Under this head reference may be 
made to rule 16, reproducing rule 67 in bankruptcy, under 
which a person may be appointed to take shorthand notes of 
any examination under the Act. Rule 17 provides for the com- 
mittal of contumacious witnesses, and rules 18 to 21 relate to 
other matters of procedure, such as the service of notices. By 
rule 7 every proceeding in court or in chambers is to be dated, 
and to be intituled ‘‘In the matter of the Companies Acts, 
1862 to 1890,” with the name of the court in which it is taken, 
and of the company to which it relates. Rule 33 requires the 
petition to be in one of the two forms given in the appendix, 
and rules 34 to 37 re-enact rules 2 to 5 of the General Order of 
1862 as to advertisement and service of the petition. Rules 38 
t 41 deal with the form, and with the service and notice, of the 
winding-up order. Immediately upon its being made it is the 
duty of the official receiver to give notice to the Board of Trade, 
who will cause the notice to be gazetted. 

Taxation and payment of costs (rules 22—31).—These rules refer 
to costs payable by or to the official receiver or liquidator, or which 
are to be paid out of the assets of the company. They are all 
taken from the corresponding rules in bankruptcy—viz., rules 
115—117 and 120—125. In particular, we have here (rule 29) 
the bankruptcy rule 117, under which the bill of a solicitor, 
accountant, &., employed by an official receiver or liquidator 
cannot be taxed without the production of a certificate signed by 
the ing officer, shewing the special terms of remunera- 
tion, if any, agreed upon, and also, in the case of a solicitor’s 
bill of costs, of a copy of the resolution or other authority 
sanctioning the tare It may be noticed that section 
12 (4) of the Act on y authorizes the employment of a solicitor 


by a liquidator with the sanction of the court or of the com- 
mittee of inspection, and this sanction must be obtained before 
employment, except in cases of urgency, when it must be 
obtained with as little delay as possible. This is the same 
provision as that of section 73 (3) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
as amended by section 15 (3) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890. 
Rule 30 is an enactment for winding-up proceedings of rule 124 
in bankruptcy, whereby a taxation may be reviewed at the 
instance of the Board of Trade. 

As to payment of costs, it was provided by section 110 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, that, in case of an insufficiency of assets, 
the court should direct payment of the costs incurred in winding 
up in such order as it might think just. This discretion, which, 
of course, was exercised according to settled rules (see Emden’s 
Practice in Winding Up, p. 402), is now abolished, and a fixed 
order of payment is given in rule 31, similar to that in the 
bankruptey rule 125. The rules are not identical, however, and 
in particular the taxed costs of the petition are here at the head 
of the list, as in the present practice in winding up. After this 
come the other items of expense that may be incurred in the 
proceedings, but no special mention is made of the costs which 
a liquidator is directed to pay to a successful litigant out of the 
assets. Hitherto these have ranked next to the costs of the 
petition (Dominion of Canada Plumbago Co., 33 W. R. 9, 27 
Ch. D. 33). 

Liquidator, special manager, and committee of inspection (sections 
4—6, 9, rules 32, 42—46, 63—68). The extent of the present 
change is shewn by the fact that the proceedings are no longer 
under the sole direction of the judge, but at the very commence- 
ment the Board of Trade steps in and assumes control in the 
person of the official receiver. Immediately on the making of 
the winding-up order this officer becomes, by virtue of his 
office, provisional liquidator (section 4). Indeed, he may be so 
appointed at any time after the presentation of the petition, and 
before a winding-up order has been made (section 4 (5) and rule 
32). It rests with the creditors and contributories whether he is 
to continue as permanent liquidator, or whether an unofficial 
liquidator shall be appointed, who in turn either may or may 
not be assisted by a committee of inspection. To determine these 
matters, the appointment of a liquidator and of a committee of 
inspection, separate meetings of the creditors and contributories 
are to be held (section 6), and the official receiver will report the 
result of them to the court. The court will then carry into effect 
the determination of the meetings, if these agree, or will settle 
any differences that may have arisen between them, and make 
such appointments and orders as may be necessary. The proce- 
dure for this is prescribed in rules 63—65. Rules to regulate 
the holding of the meetings are contained in the first schedule to 
the Act, and are supplemented by rules 43—46. It may be 
noticed that rule (14) of the schedule incorporates the amend- 
ment of section 22 (2) of the Bankruptey Act, 1890, by which 
forms of proxy are no longer to contain the namo or description 
of the official receiver or any other person. Where an unofficial 
liquidator is appointed, his title is to be liquidator simply 
(section 4 (3) ). When the official receiver is liquidator he is to 
be called “ official receiver and liquidator” (rule 66). Hitherto, 
under section 92 of the Companies Act, 1862, the security to be 
given by the liquidator has been settled by the court. By rule 
67, which is on the lines of the bankruptcy rule 342, this is now 
within the province of the Board of Trade. 

The practice in bankruptcy has also been followed in the 
power to appoint a special manager, conferred by section 5 and 
regulated by rule 42; but of greater importance is the introduc- 
tion of the committee of inspection, a matter which, as we have 
just seen, comes in the first instance before the separate meetings 
of the creditors and contributories. The constitution and work- 
ing of the committee are given by section”9, which is a repro- 
duction of section 22 of the aaa: sgh Act, 1883, The only 





important difference is that there the number of members is 
fixed at not more than five or less than three. Here the number 
is left unsettled. Where there is no committee of inspection 
anything which is ordinarily required to be done by it is to 
be done by the Board of Trade on the application of the liqui- 
dator (sub-section 9); but rule 169 simplifies matters by pro- 
viding t!1t on such occasions the official receiver shall, subject 
| to the directions of the Board, act for the Board, 
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Statement of affairs (section 7, rules 58—62).—This of course is 
another matter which is copied from the procedure in bankruptcy, 
and section 7 of the Act is practically a reproduction of section 
16 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, relating to a debtor’s statement 
of affairs. As there, the statement is regarded as a matter of 

ublic importance, and is to be submitted, not to the liquidator, 
but to the official receiver, in whose hands it forms the founda- 
tion of the report which he has subsequently to make to the 
court. The items to be included in the statement are the same 
as in bankruptcy—namely, ‘‘the particulars of the assets, debts, 
and liabilities of the company, the names, residences, and 
occupations of the creditors of the company, the securities 
held by them respectively, the dates when the securities 
were respectively given, and such further or other informa- 
tion as may be prescribed or as the official receiver may require.” 
No further specific information is specifically prescribed by the 
rules, but te 58 requires the official receiver to furnish to the 
person making the statement forms and instructions for its 
preparation. The present section of the Winding-up Act 
includes also, in addition to the corresponding provisions of the 
Bankruptcy Act, directions as to the persons who are to make 
the statement, and as to the payment of their costs. By sub- 
section (2) the statement is to be made by one or more of the 
directors, and by the secretary or other chief officer at the time 
of winding up, but the official receiver, subject to the direc- 
tion of the court, may require it to be made by any persons who 
have been directors or officers of the company, or who have 
taken part in the formation of the company, within a year of the 
winding-up order. By rule 58 (2) the official receiver may hold 
personal interviews with any of the above persons for the pur- 
pose of investigating the company’s affairs, and they are to 
attend upon him as he may appoint. Rule 60 also provides to a 
similar effect, that, after the statement has been made, each 
person making it is, when required, to attend on the official re- 
ceiver, and to give all such further information in relation to it 
as he shall require. By sub-section (4) the costs of preparing 
and making the statement are to be paid by the official receiver 
out of the assets of the company, the amount to be such, subject 
to an appeal to the court, as he may consider reasonable. This 
provision is supplemented by rule 62, which makes it incumbent 
on the person who wants to get his costs to prepare an estimate 
and get the official receiver’s sanction before they have been in- 
curred. In distributing the assets of the company these costs 
rank third in order, only the costs of the petition, and the 
special manager’s remuneration, having precedence of them. 





CORRESPONDENCE, 
ADJOURNMENT FROM CHIEF CLERK TO JUI GF. 
| Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Referring to the observations under ‘‘ Current Topics” in 
the journal for the 6th inst., as to adjournments from the chief clerk 
to the judge, may I recall to your recollection the ‘statement of Mr. 
Justice Pearson bearing on that matter, as reported in W. N., 1884, 
p. 218? According to that learned judge ‘‘the settled practice is 
this, that an adjournment to the judge will not be unless an 
application is made to the chief clerk, at the time when the summons 
is heard by him, either for an adjournment, or for time to consider 
whether an adjournment shall be asked for. If no application is 
made to the chief clerk at the time, the order can only be altered by 
means of a motion in court to discharge it.” 

This, according to my experience, cotrectly represents the view 
which is generally acted upon in all the judge’s chambers, and it is, 
I venture to think, more convenient than that favoured in your note. 
To allow an adjournment at any time before an order is finally 
and entered would afford opportunities for delay which, in certain 
instances, might work very unfairly, and would leave an applicant in 
a state of uncertainty, for an unnecessarily long time, as to whether 
his order was accepted by his opponent or not. 

The practice as laid down by Mr, Justice Pearson is, if not uni- 
versal, at any rate so general that it seems a pity to introduce a 
change, more especiully as there are so few matters in which any 
approach to uniformity exists. 





THAT ENTERPRIZING GRADUATE, 


to emanate from the same source as the one respecting a settlement 
of £20,000 referred to in your issue of the 6th inst. Curiously enough 
it caught my eye just after ing your journal. But why are these 
gaudy baits only led before solicitors ? Ernest E. Lake. 
4, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, Dec. 8. 
_— following is the advertisement referred to by our correspond- 
ent :— 


_ “Solicitor Wanted, who can at once Find a Client willing to Act as One of Two Sureties 
iis Lome of £0000 Wile 0 Catroucie spn chew tngnerat to the Bar, wishes to borrow 
from a life insurance company, sureties to com) (1) by an immediate 

of £250 each, (2) a life "st a - ”? at 's i 38, 
Gracechurch-street, C. N.B.—One surety is already forthcoming.” 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
CHRISTMAS VACATION, 1890. 
Notice. 


There will be no sitting in court during the Christmas Vacation. 

During Christmas Vacation :—All applications which may require 
to be immediately or promptly heard are to be made until ber 
30th, to the Honourable Baron Pollock, and afterwards to the 
Honourable Mr. Justice Lawrance. 

Baron Pollock will act as Vacation Judge from Monday, December 
22nd, to Tuesday, December 30th, both days inclusive. His lordship 
will sit in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Wednesday, December 
24th, and Tuesday, December 30th. On other days within the 
above period, applications in urgent Chancery matters may be made 
to his lordship, the Croft, Putney. 

Mr. Justice Lawrance will act as Vacation Judge from Wednesday, 
December 31st, to Saturday, Jan 10th, both days inclusive. 
His lordship will sit in Queen’s Bench Chambers on Friday, January 
2nd, and Wednesday, January 7th. On other days within the above 
period, applications in Chancery matters may be made to his lordship 
at No. 3, Paper-buildings, Temple. 

In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel may be sent to 
the judge by book-post, or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office 
copies of the affidavits in support of the application, and also by a 
minute, on a separate sheet of paper, dana by counsel, of the order 
he may consider the applicant entitled to, an envelope capable 
of receiving the papers, and as follows :—‘* Chancery 
Official Letter: To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ 
Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C.” 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of 
m5 writ, and a myn my ioe aaltem must oF sent. 

e papers sent to the ju ill be returned to the registrar. 

The chambers of Mr. Justice Stirling (A to F Division) will be 
open for vacation business only from 11 to 2 on Wednesday, December 
24th; Tuesday, December 30th ; Wednesday, December 3ist ; Thurs- 
day, January lst; Friday, January 2nd; and Tuesday, January 6th. 


THE COMPANIES (WINDING-UP) ACT, 1890. 


ORDER OF THE LORD CHANCELLOR UNDER SECTION Two OF THE 
CoMPANIES (WINDING-UP) Act, 1890. 

I, the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord 
High Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby, by virtue of the 
powers vested in me by section two of the Companies (Winding-up) 
Act, 1890, and all other powers enabling me in that behalf, order that 
on and after the Ist day of January, 1891, the jurisdiction of the High 
Court under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, shall until far- 
ther order be exercised by the Judges of the Chancery Division to 
whom for the time being chambers are attached, and such —— 
shall on and after the day aforesaid and until further order be 
Judges of the High Court assigned for the acy By of that jurisdic- 
tion pursuant to the Companies (Win , ct, 1890. 


Hatssvury, C, 
The 29th day of November, 1890. 





ORDER OF THE LORD CHANCELLOR UNDER Secrron One, SuB- 
SECTION (5), OF THE ComPANTES (WINDING-UP) Act, 1890. 


I, the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Baron , Lord 
High Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby, by virtue of the power 
vested in me by section one of the Companies Lee a, Act, 
1890, and all other powers enabling me in that behalf, ¢ a 
County Court which at the time of the ing into operation of the 
Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, is excluded from having jurisdic- 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—The enclosed advertisement from the Morning Post appears 


tion in ban a shall be excluded —S i ng mcd ~~ 
the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, unti order, and t 

district of any such County shall for the of jurisdiction 
under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, until fur- 


ther order to the Court to which that district is attached at the time 
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SLES Sa RI pe ss eae ectncataciiuect De tie mnt ok SS ES BREE, eR lett sai 
' ing into tion of this Act for the ses of juris- | all the contending ies require any matter or application to be ad- 
of Be eng. — (Signed) Harsnury.C. | journed from Chatabers into Court it shall be so adjoxened. 


The 29th day of November, 1890. 





Gaunenat Ruies MADE PURSUANT To SgcTion 26 or THE Compantes (WINDING 
Ur) Acr, 1890. 
i PRELIMINARY. 
‘1. Short title and commencement.| These Rules may be cited as ‘‘ The 
Companies Winding Up Rules, 1890.’ They shall come into operation 
‘on the first day of January one thousand eight hundred and ninety-one. 
2. Interpretation of terms.) In these Rules, unless the context or subject 


otherwise requires,— 

(a.) “‘ The Acts”? means the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890. 

**The Company’? means a company which is being wound up, or 
against which proceedings to have it wound up have been com- 


menced. 
‘‘ The Court’ includes a Judge of the Court, and a chief clerk of the 
Division of the High Court or other officer of the Court 
when exercising the powers of the Court pursuant to the Acts or 
these Rules, or the practice of the Court. 
** Creditor ”’ includes a corporation, and a firm of creditors in partner- 


‘‘ Gazetted ” means published in the London Gazette. 

* Judge’’ means in the High Court the Judge to whom the petition to 
wind up the company is assigned, and in any other Court the 
Judge thereof or officer who exercises the powers of the Judge 
thereof. 


** Proceedings ’’ means the proceedings in the winding up of a company 
under the Acts. 

** Official Receiver ’’ includes any officer appointed by the Board of Trade 
to discharge the duties of Official Receiver under the Acts. 

** Registrar,”’ as applied to a County Court, includes, where there are 
joint Registrars, either of such Registrars, or a Deputy Registrar, 
and as applied to any Court other than the High Court, means and 
includes the officer of the Court whose duty it is to exercise in 
relation to a winding up the functions which in the High Court are 
exercised by a Registrar or Chicf Clerk. 

** Sealed ’’ means sealed with the seal of the Court. 

‘*Taxing Officer’’ means the officer of the Court whose duty it is to tax 
costs in the proceedings of the Court under its ordinary jurisdic- 


tion. 

% ye includes an Official Receiver when acting as Liquidator. 

{5.) In the — of these Rules to any Court other than the High 
Court, Registrar may, under the general or special directions of 
the Judge, hear and determine any application or matter which 
under the Acts and these Rules may be determined in Chambers. 

3. Use of forms in Appendiz.] (1.) The forms in the Appendix, where 

i , and where they are not applicable forms of the like character, 
with such variations as circumstances may require, shall be used. Where 
such forms are applicable any costs occasioned by the use of any other or 
more prolix forms shall be borne by or disallowed to the party using the 
same, unless the Court shall otherwise direct. 

(2.) Provided that the Board of Trade may from time to time alter any 
forms which relate to matters of an administrative and not of a judicial 
character, or substitute new forms in lieu thereof. Where the Board of 
Trade alters any form, or substitutes any new form in licu of a form pre- 
scribed by these Rules, such altered or substituted form shall be published 
in the London Gazette. 

Courts anp CHhamuens. 

4. Proceedings in High Court.) In the High Court— 

(1.) All matters and applications to the Court or a Judge in the winding 
bf of a company as to which the greg and practice is not 

by the Companies (Winding Up) Act, 1890, and these Rules, 
and which according to the ice of the Court or the directions of 
the Judge have been heard in Court or in Chambers, shall continue 
to be so heard. 

(2.) Subject to the se gpa of the Companies (Winding Up) Act, 
1890, and these ules, ———- to the Court under the said Act 
and these Rules shall be rd in Court or in Chambers according 
as the Judge shall by any general or special directions order. Pro- 
vided that vals to the Court from the Official Receiver and 
Board of Trade and Liquidator shall be brought by notice of motion 
to the Court pursuant to the Rules of the Supreme Court with 
reference to motions. 

5. Proceedings in Courts other than High Court.) In Courts other than 
the High Court the following matters and applications to the Court shall 
be heard in open Court : 

(a.) Petitions. 

As Public examinations. 

¢.) Applications under section 167 of the Companies Act, 1862 

(4.) Applications to rectify the Register. . 

(¢.) Appeals from the Official Receiver and Board of Trade. 

(f.) Appeals from any decision or act of the Liquidator. 

. relating to the admission or rejection of proofs. 

) poy under section 10 of the Companies (Winding Up) 


6. Adjournment from Chambers to Court and vice versa.) Subject to the 
provisions of the Acts and Reales, any matter or application in a Court 

the High Court may at any time, if the Judge thinks fit, be 
Giiomaed toes Clowhers to Court or from Court to Chambers; and if 





PROCEEDINGS. 


7. Proceedings how intituled. Forms 1 and2.] (1.) Every proceeding in 
Court or in Chambers under the Acts shall be dated, and shall be intituled 
** Tn the matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890,’’ with the name of 
the Court in which it is taken, and of the Company to which it relates. 
Numbers and dates may be denoted by figures. 

(2.) The first proceeding in every winding-up matter shall have a dis- 
tinctive number assigned to it by the proper officer, and all subsequent 
proceedings in the same petition shall bear the same number. 

8. Transfer by Judge of High Court. [s. 3 of Act of 1890.]] A Judge 
of the High Court to whom the exercise of the jurisdiction to wind up 
companies is assigned may at any time, for good cause shewn, order the 
P ings in any Court other than the High Court to be transferred to 
the High Court, or any proceedings in the High Court to be transferred 
from the High Court to any other Court. Where the transfer is to the 
High Court, the winding up shall be assigned to the Judge who made the 
order of transfer. 

9. Transfer by Judge of Court other than High Court.| The Judge of any 
Court having jurisdiction to order the winding up of a company other 
than the High Court or a Palatine Court may at any time, for good 
cause shewn, order any proceedings which have been commenced or are 
pending in his Court to be transferred to any Court which has jurisdiction 
to order the winding up of a company not being the High Court ora 
Palatine Court. 

10. Notice to Official Receiver.| Notice of an application for a transfer 
of proceedings shall be served on the Official Receiver before the hearing 
thereof. 

11. Transmission of order of transfer.] When an order of transfer has 
been made the person on whose application the order is made shall, if the 
transfer is to the High Court, lodge with the Chief Clerk of the Judge to 
whom the winding up becomes assigned, and if the transfer is to any 
other Court with the Registrar of that Court, a sealed copy of the order 
of transfer. 

12. Transfer of Official Receiver’s duties.| Where the proceedings in any 
winding up are transferred by any Court, the Official Receiver of the Court 
to which such proceedings are transferred shall become the Official Re- 
ceiver in the winding up in place of the Official Receiver of the Court 
from which the proceedings are transferred. 

13. Transmission of records.| Where any proceedings are transferred 
from a Court to any other Court, the records of proceedings shall, if the 
transfer is to the High Court, be transmitted to the Chief Clerk of the 
Judge to whom the winding up becomes assigned, and if the transfer is to 
any other Court to the Registrar of that Court. 

14. Notice of transfer to Oficial Receiver and Board of Trade.) As soon 
as the Chief Clerk of the Judge (if the transfer is to a Judge of the 
High Court) or the Registrar of the Court (if the transfer is to any 
other Court) has received the records of proceedings from the Court from 
which the transfer is made he shall give notice of the transfer to the Offi- 
cial Receiver of the Court to which the proceedings are transferred, who 
shall give notice of the transfer to the Board of Trade. When a winding 
up is transferred from one court to another, it shall receive a new dis- 
tinctive number. 

15. Transfer of jurisdiction of County Court and pending business.) When- 
ever the Lord Chancellor, by order under his hand, shall exclude any 
County Court from having jurisdiction under the Acts, or shall attach the 


district or any part of the district of a County Court to the High Court,. 


or any other County Court, or shall detach the district or any part of the 
district of any County Court from the district and jurisdiction of the 
High Court, any winding-up business pending in the Court or district to 
which the order relates shall become transferred to such Court as shall be 
mentioned for the purpose in the order; and, thereupon, the Rules as to 
transfer of proceedings shall apply to the transfer of such pending pro- 
ceedings in all respects as if the proceedings had been transferred by 
order of a Court having power to transfer proceedings. 
Wirnesses anv Derosirions. 

16. Shorthand notes, §c. Forms 5, 6, 7.) Ifthe Court or the officer of the 
Court before whom any examination is under the Acts and these Rules 
directed to be held shall in any case, and at any stage in the proceedings, 
be of opinion that it would be desirable that a person (other than the per- 
son before whom an examination is taken) should be appointed to take 
down the evidence of any person examined under the Acts and Rules in 
shorthand or otherwise, it shall be competent for the Court or officer 
aforesaid to make such appointment ; provided that where the application 
is made by the Official Receiver he shall nominate a person for the pur- 
pose, and the person so nominated shall be appointed, unless the Court or 
officer holding the examination shall otherwise order. Every person so 
appointed shall be paid a sum not excecding one guinea a day, and where 
the Court appoints a shorthand writcr a sum not exgpeding 8d. per folio of 
90 words for any transcript of the evidence that may be required, and such 
sums shall be paid by the party at whose instance the appointment was 
mena or out of the assets of the Company as may be directed by the 
Court, 

17. Committal of contumacious witness, Form 89.) (1.) If a person 
examined before a Registrar or other officer of the Court who has no power 
to commit for contempt of Court, refuses to answer to the satisfaction of 
the Registrar or officer any question which he may allow to be put, the 
Registrar or officer shall report such refusal to the Judge, and upon such 
report made the person in default shall be in the same position and 
be dealt with in the same manner as ff he had made default in answering 
before the Judge. 








vil 
‘san 












ad- 


yin 
led 
> of 
tes. 


lis- 
ent 


dge 

up 
the 
l to 
red 
the 
the 


any 
Sher 
ood 
are 
sion 
or a 


sfer 
ring 


has 
the 
> to 
any 
“der 


any 
ourt 
Re- 
yurt 


rred 
the 

the 
is to 


300n 

the 

any 
rom 
ffi- 
who 
ling 
dis- 


nen- 
any 
| the 
urt, . 
the 
the 
t to 
ll be 
3 to 
pro- 
| by 


f the 
‘ules 
ings, 
per- 
take 
3 in 
ficer 
ition 
pur- 
rt or 
n 80 
here 
io of 
such 
was 
y the 


son 
ower 
m of 
the 
such 

and 
ring 





6: Se a ee ee 










nee eee 
Nis i te 


wy 


2 f Es 


‘Dec. 13, 1890. 


Se ee 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Fe ee Nag te, Re eee EL 














(2.) The report shall be in writing, but without affidavit, and shall set 
forth the question put, and the answer (if any) given by the person exa- 
mined. 

(3.) The Registrar or officer shall, before the conclusion of the examina- 
sion at which the default in answering is made, name the time when and 
the place where the default will be reported to the Judge; and w 
receiving the report the Judge may take such action thereon as he s 
think fit. If the Judge is sitting at the time when the default in 
answering is made, such report may be reported immediately. 


Srrrincs or Covrts. 

18. Place of sitting of County Court.] Subject to the orders of the 
Lord Chancellor, the place of sitting of each County Court having juris- 
diction under the Acts shall, for the purpose of poe 4 jurisdiction, be the 
town in which the Court holds its sittings for the general business of the 
Court, under the provisions of the County Courts Act, 1888. 

19. Times for holding Courts.| Subject to the provisions of the Acts, the 
times of the sitting of each Court other than the High Court in matters of 
the winding up of companies shall be those appointed for the transaction 
of the general business of the Court, unless the Judge of any such Court 
shall otherwise order. 


Service AND Execution or Process. 


20. Duties of bailiff, §c.] (1.) Tt shall be the duty of the high bailiff of a 
County Court to serve such orders, summonses, petitions, and notices as 
the Court may require him to serve; to execute warrants and other pro- 
cess ; to attend any sittings of the Court (but not sittings in Chambers) ; 
and to do and perform all such things as may be required of him by the 
Court. 

(2.) But this Rule shall not be construed to require any order, summons, 
petition, or notice to be served by a bailiff or officer of the Court which is 
not specially by the Acts or Rules required to be so served, unless the 
Court in any particular proceeding by order specially so directs. 

21. Service.} All notices and other documents for the service of 
which no special mode is directed may be sent by prepaid post letter to the 
last known address of the person to be served therewith ; and the notice or 
document shall be considered as served at the time that the same ought 
to be delivered in the due coarse of post by the post office, and notwith- 
standing, the same may be returned by the post office. 


Taxation or Costs. 

22. Taxation of costs payable by or to Official Receiver or Liquidator or by com- 
pany.) The provisions of the following Rules numbered 23 to 30 shall 
apply to the taxation of allowance of costs payable by or to the Official 
Receiver or Liquidator or which are to be paid out of the assets of the 
company. 

23. Notice of appointment.) Every person whose bill or charges is or are 
to be taxed shall in all cases give not less than four days’ notice of the 
appointment to tax the same to the Official Receiver and to the Liquidator 
(if any). 

24. a of bill.) The bill or charges, if incurred prior to the 
appointment of a Liquidator, shall be lodged with the Official Receiver, 
and if incurred after the appointment of a Liquidator, shall be lodged 
with the Liquidator, three clear days before the application for the 
appointment to tax the same is made. The Official Receiver or the 
Liquidator, as the case may be, shall forthwith, on receiving notice of 
taxation, lodge such bill or charges with the proper Taxing Officer. 

25. Copy of bill to be furnished.| Every person whose bill or charges is or 
are to be taxed shall, on application either of the Official Receiver or the 
Liquidator, furnish a copy of his bill of charges so to be taxed, on pay- 
ment at the rate of 4d. per folio, which payment shall be charged on the 
assets of the company. The Official Receiver shall call the attention of 
the Liquidator to any items which, in his opinion, ought to be disallowed 
or reduced, and may attend or be represented on the taxation. 

26. Applications for costs.] Where any party to, or person affected by, 
any proceeding desires to make an application for an order that he be 
allowed his costs, or any ba of them, incident to such proceeding, and 
such application is not made at the time of the proceeding— 

(1.) Such party or person shall serve notice of his intended application 
on the Official Receiver, and, if a Liquidator has been appointed, on the 
Liquidator. 

(2.) The Official Receiver and Liquidator may appear on such applica- 
tion and object thereto. 

(3.) No costs of or incident to such application shall be allowed to the 
applicant, unless the Court is satisfied that the application could not have 
been made at the time of the proceeding. 

27. Certificate of Taxation. Form 10.) Upon the taxation of any bill of 
costs, charges, or expenses being comp eted, the Taxing Officer shall issue 
to the person presenting such bill for taxation his certificate of taxation. 
The bill of costs, charges, and expenses shall be filed, 

28. Register of bills taxed. Forms 9 and 11.) Every Taxing Officer shall 
keep a register of all bills taxed by him in windings-up under these Rules, 


the High Court. 

(2.) In any case in which the 
taxation as is above mentioned 
bill has been taxed, and shall appl 
Division of the High Court to a) 
tion, and thereupon such 
review of, and shall review, such taxation and 
The Board of Trade shall give to the person whose 
reviewed notice of the time appointed for the review. 

(3.) Where any such review of taxation as is above mentioned is 
required to be made by a Taxing Master of the Chancery Division of the 
High Court, the Registrar whose taxation is to be reviewed shall (if 
tequired by the Taxing Master) forward to the said Taxing Master the 
which is required to be reviewed. 


taxation to be reviewed by a Taxing Master of the Chancery Division 
Board 
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(4.) The Board of Trade may upon the review of the taxation ; 
and if, upon the review of the the bill is allowed at a lower sum 
than the sum allowed on the original taxation, the amount disallowed shall 


(if the bill has been paid) be repaid to the Official Receiver, or the Liqui- 
dator, or other person enti thereto. The certificate of the 
Master shall in every case of a review by him under this Rule be a sufficient 
authority to entitle the person to whom the amount disallowed ought to be 
repaid to demand such amount from the person liable to repay the same. 
(5.) There shall be allowed to the person whose bill is reviewed such costs 
of and inaiiontel > His capents oes en Taree ce 
the High Court shall think proper, and such costs shall be paid to such 
peren ouh of te-adtie: Puan that the costs of the attendance of a 
principal shall not be allowed if in the opinion of the Taxing Master he 
could have been sufficiently represented by his London agent. 


(To be continued.) 
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Court of Appeal. 


DE PASS v. CAPITAL AND INDUSTRIES CORPORATION (VINALL, 
Garnishee)—No. 1, Ist and 8th December. 


Practice—GarnisHes—Arripavit—R. 8S. C., XLY., 1. 


This was an ap) from the decision of a divisional court (Day and 
Lawrance, JJ.). plaintiff, having recovered j a 
defendant company, ob a against Vinall on the 


sums I am steed T one uns Rel to bay eS Se 
He also sought to read in evidence an avit of the secretary to the car- 
poration. The master, and on the judge at chambers, declined to 
receive this affidavit, but gave Vinall time to amend seer me 8d 


do, and 
J., at chambers. Divisional Court discharged 


that the plaintiff by his affidavit had chosen to ——- 
which Vinall had specifically denied. The plaintiff apes 

‘I's Covrt (Lord Eswer, M.R., and Lorss and Kar, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal, and made the absolute. Lord R., said 
that the court had wed Vinall an of appearing and 
re OS St ee to agence palma mp This 
he had to do, and had b dio pada hong ode 
‘The irresistible inference from such conduct was that he owe 
Because the plaintiff had ferther than wes necessary ia Me 


gone 
Vinall could not be allowed to — SS of 
swearing by the card and denying the portion of the 


é 
i 
E 
f 
i 
F 


4 
tht 





and shall, within fourteen days after the 31st day of October in each year, 
make a return to the Board of Trade of all bills taxed by him during the 
twelve months preceding such 3ist day of October, 

29. Certificate of employment.) Before the bill or charges of any solicitor, | 
manager, accountant, auctioneer, broker, or other person employed by an 
Official Receiver or Liquidator, is or are taxed a certificate in writing, 
signed by the Official Receiver or Liquidator, as the case may be, shall be 
produced to the Taxing Officer setting forth whether any, and if so what, 
species terms of remuneration have been to, and in the case of tho 
bill of costs of a solicitor, a copy of the resolution or other authority 


| affidavit was insufficient in that it only alleged information 


i plaintiff's 
affidavit. It was only necessary for the plaintiff to shew by his affidavit 
that a third party who was withi jurisdiction owed a debt to the 
judgment debtor, and thereupon the court were empowered to attach that 
= hig tbe Ben ja + on > did not owe any- 
thing to the y, although deen afforded 
the “opportunity of doing eo, and therefore the onter 
i had Deen ons made. Lorrs, L.J., concurred, Kar, LJ., con- 
curred, and that it had Gontended that the plaintiff's 
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That point was entirely untenable. It was 
where a creditor set up that a thind party 
for him to do more than swear on information. He had no 
his own on which he could act.—Oounsen, ey SG yee 
Gaingford Brwee, Q.C., and Beddadl, Soxrorrors, CS Alyn 
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EDWARDS v. MARSTON—No. 1, 4th December. 


Bitt or Sare—Mope or Repayment or Parixcrpat anp Interest—Br11s 
or Sate Acr (1878) Amenpment Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 43), 8. 9; 
Form rv Scuepute. 


Appeal from the judgment of Charles, J., in an action to recover 
damages for the conversion of a carriage assigned to the plaintiff under a 
bill of sale. Subsequently to the execution of the bill of sale the grantor 
sold the carriage to the defendant. The bill of sale, which was dated 
September 26, 1887, was given as security for an advance of £50 and 
interest thereon at the rate of five per cent. per month; and the grantor 
agreed to repay to the grantee ‘‘ the principal sum aforesaid, together with 
the interest then due, as follows: the sum of £2 10s. on the 26th day of 
October, 1887, and the like sum of £2 10s. on the 26th day of each and 
every succeeding month thereafter until the 26th day of September, 1889, 
then the balance and interest as aforesaid is to be paid.’’ Charles, J., held 
that the bill of sale was valid, and gave judgment for the plaintiff. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esner, M.R., and Lorges and Kay, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the form in the schedule 
to the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, provided for the repayment of the principal 
sum, with interest thereon by equal payments on specified dates, or what- 
ever else might be the stipulated times or time of payment. This latter 
provision was an alternative. The repayment, therefore, need not be by 
equal instalments. The present bill of sale followed the form almost 
exactly, the repayment being by sums of £2 10s. per month, and the 
balance and interest at the end of two years. That being so, the con- 
struction to be placed upon the bill of sale was immaterial. But in his 
opinion the true construction was that the monthly sums of £2 10s. were 
in respect of interest, this sum exactly representing interest on £50 at the 
rate of five per cent. per month, the principal sum of £50 not being repay- 
able until the end of the two years. The language of Fry, L.J., in 
delivering the judgment of this court in Goldstrom v. Tallerman (35 W. R. 
68, 18 Q. B. D. 1), as to the instalments repayable being in respect of prin- 
cipal only and not of interest, was applicable to the particular case then 
under consideration, and was not of general application. The present 
bill of sale, therefore, was valid as being in accordance with the form. 
Lorgsand Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnset, Cock, Q.C., and Crispe; J. A. 
Foo’e. Souscrrors, Hicks §& Arnold; Prior § Co. ; Dickenson § Co., Poole. 


MILLER v. DELL—No. 1, 10th December. 
Statute or Loarations—Conversion—Wroncrtt Act or Turrp Party. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Charles, J. The plaintiff wasin 
the occupation of certain premises under a lease. In 1882 his son, who 
was residing on the premises, abstracted the lease from his custody, with- 
out his knowledge, and deposited it with one Bates as security for an ad- 
vance to him of £150. In 1887, Bates having become bankrupt, the 
trustee in bankruptcy sold his business, in which this lease was included as 
an asset, to the defendant. In 1889 the plaintiff claimed the lease from 
the defendant, and it was refused. The plaintiff then brought the present 
action. Charles, J., held that the plaintiff’s claim was barred by the 
Statute of Limitations, which, in his opinion, began to run from the un- 
lawful abstraction of the deed in 1882. The plaintiff appealed, and 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lopzs and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. Lord Esner, M.R., said.that Charles, J., had misconceived the 
case of Witkinson v. Verity (L. R. 6 C. P. 206), which was a decision that 
where an action for conversion was brought the Statute of Limitations 
began to run from the earliest act of conversion committed by the defend- 
ant. The case here was a very different one. The conversion of the deed 
by the plaintiff’s son took place, it was true, more than six years before 
action brought, but the conversion by the defendant, whether it was when 
he took over the lease or when he refused to give it up to the plaintiff, oc- 
curred well within that period. The case of Spackman v. Foster (11 Q. B. D. 
99), in which the facts were very similar to those in the present case, was 
very much in point. This was not a mere chattel which had been con- 
verted, it was a lease, a document of title, and it might be a question 
whether, even after six years, such a document could be held against the 
party entitled to the land. It was, however, unnecessary to decide that 
now. Lopgs, L.J., concurred. The form of plea given by the Common 
Law Procedure Act, 1852, was ‘‘ that the alleged cause of action did not 
accrue within six years before the suit.”” That shewed that the plaintiff 
had not lost his remedy. His Cause of action accrued when he demanded 
the lease from the defendant and was refused it. It was not affected by 
the fact that the original conversion of the lease by the plaintiff’s son took 
place more than six years before the action was brought. Kay, L.J., con- 
curred. The case seemed almost identical with that of Spackman v. Foster. 
He entirely agreed with the judgment of Grove, J., in that case.—Counsgt, 
Crump, Q.C., and Morton Smith; R. M. Bray. Souscrrons, Sandon, Kersey, 
§ Knight ; Herbert Nield. 


Re BRITANNIA FIRE ASSOCIATION—No. 2, 6th December. 


Company—WIinpinc up—Contrisvtory—UNavtuorizep APPLICATION FOR 
Suares—Lianrury or Person senpinc AppwicaTion. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kay, J., the question being whether 
the executors of Millis Coventry were liable to have their names, as such 
executors, placed on the list of contributories of the company (which was 
in liquidation) in respect of 200 shares, which were standing in the books 
of the company in the name of Samuel Coventry, the son of the testator. 
On May 13, 1869, at a board meeting of the directors of the company, at 
which Millis Coventry, who was a director, was present, a resolution 
was passed allotting 200 shares to his son, Samuel Coventry. Samuel 
Coventry, who was living abroad, never made any application or shares, 





nor authorized any person to do so on his behalf. A formal application 
for the 200 shares was sent in by Millis Coventry in the name of Samuel 
Coventry, and Samuel Coventry was in due course registered as the holder 
of the shares. By the evidence of a Mr. Webb, one of the directors of 
the company, it appeared that at the board meeting on May 13, 1869, a 
suggestion was made by the manager of the company that, as the whole 
of the shares issued by the company had not been applied for, applications 
should be made by the directors in the names of their private friends for 
the balance. This suggestion was adopted, but it was distinctly stated 
by the manager that the shares should not be taken by the directors 
themselves, but they were to name friends in whose names the shares were 
to be placed, until the public should apply for tiem. Samuel Coventry 
died in September, 1889 ; he had never during his life in any way recog- 
nized his position as a shareholder of the company. A demand was sent 
to him by the liquidator for the payment of £600 in respect of his shares ; 
but he took no notice of it. Millis Coventry was also dead, and the liqui- 
dator placed his executors on the list of contributories in respect of the 
200 shares. The executors applied to have their names struck off. Kay, 
J., held that the executors had been rightly placed upon the list of con- 
tributories. 

Tur Court (Linpiey, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Linotey, L.J., said that the object of the directors was to make it appear 
that a number of shares which had not been really allotted had been 
allotted, it being supposed that the shares would be more easily got rid of 
by transfer. Accordingly they placed a number of shares in the names of 
their friends, without any authority from anyone to do so. That was a 
fraud for which the directors might be made liable. The shares now in 
question were applied for by Millis Coventry in the name of Samuel 
Coventry, but the evidence shewed that it was agreed that the directors 
should not take the shares themselves. That distinguished the present 
case from cases which had been cited. This was not a case of a person 
taking shares himself and placing them in a fictitious name. The evidence 
shewed that there was no agreement by Millis Coventry to take the skares 
hims:lf, and there was consequently nothing to warrant the court in hold- 
ing that his executors were liable as contributories. Bowen and Fry, 
L.JJ., concurred.—Covunset, Renshaw, Q.C., Baines, and Bray; Marten, 
Q.C., and Beddall. Sourcrrorns, Watney, Tilleard, § Freeman; A. J. Nash. 


JENKINS v. JACKSON—No. 2, 10th December. 
Costs—TAXATION—PLAINTIFF PARTLY SUCCESSFUL AND PARTLY UNSUCCESSFUL 

—APpPoRTIONMENT oF GENERAL Costs or ActTion—ForM or ORDER AT 

TRIAL. 

The question in this case was how, upon the taxation of the costs of the 
action under the judgment at the trial, the general costs of the action 
were to be apportioned between the plaintiff and the defendants, the 
plaintiff having been successful in part and unsuccessful in part. The 
action was brought in respect of a nuisance which the plaintiff alleged to 
be caused to him by a dancing room belonging to the defendants, which 
was situate above an office occupied by him, and which he alleged to be so 
used as to cause injurious noise and vibration, and he complained also of 
the unmannerly and offensive conduct, upon the staircase and in the lobby 
of the house, of disorderly persons who assembled there for the purpose of 
the dancing. At the trial of the action by Kekewich, J. (40 Ch. D. 71), it 
was ordered that the defendants should pay to the plaintiff £20 by way of 
damages for the wrongful use of the room in question by causing or 
permitting the same to be used for dancing or musical or other entertain- 
ments, to the injury, by means of noise and vibration, of the plaintiff ; 
and on so much of the statement of claim as related to unmannerly and 
offensive behaviour on the staircase and approaches to the plaintiff’s office 
of disorderly persons collected by the defendants’ entertainments, the 
court gave judgment for the defendants. And it was referred to the taxing 
master to tax the costs of the defendants of so much of the action as 
related to such unmannerly and offensive behaviour (other than the costs 
of a motion by the defendants to postpone the trial of the action), and 
also to tax the plaintiff’s costs of the rest of the action (including 
in the plaintiff’s the costs of the motion to postpone the trial), and 
the taxing master was to set off the said costs of the defendants 
against the said costs of the plaintiff, and to certify the balance. 
And it was ordered that the defendants should pay to the plaintiff the 
balance of his said costs so to be certified. Upon the taxation under this 
order the taxing master apportioned the general costs of the action in 
moieties between the plaintiff and the defendants, on the principle that 
there were two issues,upon one of which the plaintiff had succeeded, and 
upon the other of which he had failed. The plaintiff contended that the 
issue as to unmannerly conduct was a minor one, and that the taxing master 
ought to have looked into the pleadings and evidence, and to have appor- 
tioned the general costs according to the relative importance of the two 
issues. A summons was taken out to review the taxation. After hearing 
the summons argued, Kekewich, J., reserved his judgment, in order that 
he might consult the taxing masters, and he sent the following memorandum 
to the master whose taxation was in question: {The argument raised a 
question touching the principle of the taxation on which the judge desires 
the master’s assistance, and, inasmuch as the case is one of some general im- 
portance, he invites the master, before reporting, to communicate with some 
of his colleagues and ascertain their views. The case was one of nuisance, the 
plaintiff complaining of a dancing room above his office, so used as to cause 
injurious noise and vibration, and also of the disorderly conduct on. the 
staircase and lobby of those who assembled there. That there was some 
such disorderly conduct was proved, but the defendant was held not to be 
responsible for it. As regards the noise and vibration the decision was in 
favour of the plaintiff on fact and law. In the matter of costs the judg- 
ment intentionally was not in the form of directing the defendant to 
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pay the costs of the action, — so far as they had been in- 
creased by the complaint of diso 
plaintiff to pay those costs, but it gave each party the costs of 
the issue on which he succeeded. The master has apportioned the 
general costs in moieties between the two issues, and of this the plaintiff 
complains. He says that the noise and vibration constituted the main 
of his case, and occasioned the larger proportion of the costs, and that 
it is unfair to allow him only a half of those charges, which, being of a 
general character, are necessarily attributable, not only to this, but also, 
though in a minor degree, to the disorderly conduct. The judge is dis- 
posed to take this view of the position, and to remit the case to the master, 
in order that a fairer apportionment of the general costs may be made. 
The defendant relies on Knight v. Purssell (28 W. R. 90), from which it 
appears that, when the judgment is in the form adopted here, it is the 
practice of the taxing office to distribute the costs in shares corresponding 
to the number of issues, and to give one share to each issue. If there is a 
settled practice of this character the judge would be unwilling to interfere 
with it, and probably would hold the plaintiff bound by a rule which 
presses somewhat hardly on him, and certainly does not give effect to the 
judge’s intention. There is to be contrasted with Knight v. Purssell the 
case of Sparrow v. Hill (7 Q. B. D. 362, 8 Q. B. D. 479), which causes em- 
barrassment. The Divisional Court professed to follow Knight v. Purssell, 
but the Court of Appeal distinguished the form of judgment, and thought 
that it really had given the plaintiff the costs of action, except so far as 
they had been increased by the issue on which he failed. Kekewich, J., 
does not at present understand in what respects this case differs from that, 
but, if the taxation was reviewed on that footing, the plaintiff would 
probably get more than it was intended to give him, and the result would 
& unfair to the defendant, though not perhaps so unfair as the taxation now 
standing is to the plaintiff. Kekewich, J., requests Master Spofforth to ex- 
pand the statement of the —— of the particular taxation which is to 
be found in the observations or objections, and also to state by what rules, 
according to the established practice of the office, ing masters are 
guided in apportioning costs among separate issues. In other words, he 
wishes to know the practice of the office in cases of this character. It is 
becoming, if it be not already, generally admitted that the taxation of 
costs in the two divisions should be more nearly the same than at present, 
and should proceed on the same principles and rules, so far as the differ- 
ences in character, sometimes large and essential, between actions in the 
Chancery Division and actions in the Queen’s Bench Division permit. It 
nas occurred to Kekewich, J., that it might be useful to ascertain the 
practice of the Queen’s Bench Division in cases of this class, and to con- 
trast it with that of the Chancery Division. He sanctions any communica- 
tions with the masters of the Queen’s Bench Division which may be 
deemed convenient to that end, and will give any remarks of theirs his 
best attention.’”’ To this memorandum the senior ing master of the 
Chancery Division, on behalf of the taxing masters, gave the follow- 
ing answer:—‘‘The practice with regard to costs when a party is 
partially successful and partially fails is well settled in this office, 
according to the decision in Knight v. Purssell, The master is 
guided by the form of order, which, except in cases requiring 
special directions, is in one or other of the forms hereinafter stated. 
There are two forms of order, in one of which (which is the form 
adopted in Jenkins v. Jackson) the plaintiff gets his costs of one issue, 
or, in this case, of one part of his claim, and the defendant of the other. 
There is nothing in the order to shew that one is more important than the 
other, nor has the master any power to discriminate between them. He 
therefore divides the general costs in moieties, but gives to each party 
such part of every affidavit or document as relates to that part of the 
claim on which he succeeded, disallowing the rest. In cases where the 
court considers the plaintiff or defendant entitled to more than this, the 
order gives him ‘ the costs of the action, except so far as they have been 
increased by the unsuccessful issue.’ This gives him all the general 
costs, but the master eliminates everything on which he failed. The 
masters respectfully call attention to Harley v. Hunt (32 Soxicrrors’ 
Journat, 8), which is a direct confirmation of the views above stated, and 
deals with Sparrow vy. Hill. The taxing master is bound by the order, 
and has taxed the costs according to the settled practice, having regard to 
the form of order.”” On the receipt of this answer Kekewich, J., gave 
his decision, dismissing the summons to review the taxation. He said 
that Harley v. Hunt had not been cited to him in the argument, probably 
because it had not been reported in the Law Reports, except in the Weekly 
Notes for 1887. That wasa decision of the Court of Appeal upon an order 
which was substantially in the same form as that in the present case, and 
it was there held that the general costs in an action in the Chancery 
Division must be apportioned according to the principle which the taxing 
master had adopted in the present case. And the court then distinguished 
Sparrow v. Hill, on the ground that it was an action in the Queen’s Bench 
Division. Therefore, his lordship thought that he was bound by Harley v. 
Hunt, though he did not think that the present plaintiff had got all that 
he might fairly claim by way of costs against the defendant. He thought 
it more important that the practice should be certain than that it should be 
right. If, however, the present action had been tried in the Queen’s 
Bench Division, as it well might have been, the same order as to costs 
would probably have been worked out differently, with a great difference 
to the plaintiff in the result. He thought this was an anomaly under the 
Judicature Acts, and that something ought to be done to reduce the rules 
of the two offices to one basis. 


Tue Court (Lixptey, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Lixviey, L.J., regretted that the plaintiff would not get all the costs 
which the judge intended that he should get. But still this court might 
not be able to set the matter right. The form of order was adopted 


erly conduct, and directing the 


have the general costs of the action, less the costs occasioned by a par- 


ticular issue, there was a well-known form of order for the purpose, and it 
was for the judge to determine at the trial which form of order was to be 
adopted. Phe? ry kg oo t had unfortunately been drawn 
in such a form the could not, consistently with the estab- 


lished practice, get the general costs of the action, but they must be 
apportioned. There were, no doubt, two ways of reading the order, and 
probably a master of the Queen’s Bench Division would say that the 
of this form was to give the plaintiff the general costs of the action. 
in that division there were not two forms of order in use, as in the Chan- 
cery Division. In the Chancery Division the rule was di . was 
established long before Knight v. Purssell, and it was recognized by the 
Court of Appeal in Harley v. Hunt. It was impossible to construe the 
order differently. The result was not occasioned by the action of the 
taxing master, but by the adoption of the wrong form of order. Bowen, 
L.J., agreed that the wrong form of order had been — He thought 
it was intended by the re Bey that the plaintiff should have the general 
costs, and in the Queen’s Bench Division the order would have been con- 
strued as giving him those costs. But Knight v. Purssell had settled the 
mode in which this form of order was to be i 
Division. His lordship added that during the twelve years in which he 
had sat on the bench he had been impressed with the diversity of opinion 
and practice in the two divisions with regard to the taxation of costs, and 
he thought it most important that the Lord Chanceller, as the head of the 
rofession of the law, should take this difference into his consideration. 
Fev, L.J., concurred.—CounseLt, Warmington, Q.C., and R. J. Parker ; 
Neville, Q.C., and Prance. Soricrrors, Fielden § Sumner ; Riddell, Vaizey, 
§ Ce. 


Re LASHMAR, MOODY rv. PENFOLD—No. 2, 8th December. 


Trustez-Farture or Trust—Ricut to Benericia, Interest—Witt— 
Construction—DevisE or Reat Estare—Lecat Estate—Bare Truster. 
The question in this case was, which of two trustees, under different wills, 

was entitled to the beneficial interest in certain real estate, the trusts having 

failed. Peter Lashmar, by his will, dated the 23rd of November, 1858, 

devised all his real estate to three trustees (of whom William Penfold was 

the survivor) in fee, upon the several trusts therein expressed concerni 

the same. And the testator gave and devised three specified freehold 
houses unto Thos. Lashmar and Jane his wife, during their respective 
lives ; and after the decease of the survivor of them he devised one of the 
houses to John Lashmar for his life, and after his death unto Charles 

Lashmar absolutely in fee simple. The testator died in November, 1859. 

John Lashmar died in March, 1875. Thos. Lashmar died in April, 1881. 

Jane Lashmar died in November, 1889. Charles Lashmar, by his will, 

dated the 5th of August, 1868, gave, devised, and bequeathed all his 

real and personal estate to two trustees (of whom John Moody was the 
survivor) upon trust to pay unto his wife Ann Lashmar, or to permit her to 
receive, during her life or widowhood, the annual produce thereof. And, 
from and after her decease or second marriage, whichever should first 
happen, upon trust for the testator’s son George Hartnup, his heirs, 
executors, administrators, and assigns, ing to the respective natures 
thereof. And the testator empowered his trustees, with the consent in 
writing of his wife, and after her decease and during the minority of his 
said son in the discretion of the trustees, to change from time to time the 
investments of any of the stocks, funds, shares, or securities in which 
any of his estate might be invested for any other kind of investment 
authorized by law. And he further empowered his said trustees or 
trustee, if they or he should think it advantageous so to do at any time 
or times, with the consent in writing of his said wife, and after her decease 
and during the minority of his said son im the discretion of his said 
trustees or trustee, to sell his real or personal estate, or any part 
or parts thereof, and to convey the estate so sold to the purchaser or 
purchasers thereof. And the testator directed that his trustees or trustee 
should invest the money to arise from the sale thereof in manner therein- 
before directed, and should hold the funds or securities whereon such in- 
vestment should be made upon the trusts thereinbefore contained. Charles 

Lashmar died on the 6th of August, 1868. George Hartnup, who was his 

illegitimate son, died in July, 1880, intestate and without issue. Ann 

Lashmar died on the 6th of October, 1886. On the death of Jane Lashmarin 

November, 1889, the trusts declared by the two wills, so far as regarded 

the house devised to Charles Lashmar, came to an end, and the question 

arose, whether Penfold, the surviving trustee under the will of Peter 

Lashmar, or Moody, the surviving trustee under the will of Charles 

Lashmar, was entitled to hold the house for his own benefit pr ames 9 

from any trust. The Attorney-General, on behalf of the Crown, i to 

claim an escheat. Kekewich, J., held that, as between Moody and Penfold, 

Moody was entitled to call for a conveyance of the legal estate in the 

house. 

Tue Covrr (Lixpiey, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.), reversed the decision, 

holding that Moody was not entitied to call for a conveyance. Lixpier, 

L.J., said that in his opinion, under the will of Charles Lashmar, Moody 

was only a bare teustes ter Bova Hartnup after the death of the testator’s 

widow and after George Hartnup had attained twenty-one. The trustees 
had no active duties to perform, — during the life of the widow and 

the minority of the son, and if the i 

estate in the house that estate would have vested in up. 

in Moody. The legal estate was in Penfold, and Moody no right to call 

for it, and therefore Penfold was entitled to retain it for his own benefit. 

If Doe v. Biggs (2 Taunt. 109) applied, the testator’s widow would also have 

taken the legal estate during nae ey Se eames the use 

‘* permit her to receive’? the income. His lordship thought that was not 

a very sensible decision, but it had been acted on by conveyancers for a 





’ i wrong 
in the judgment at the trial. If it was intended that the plaintiff should 
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h, J., had founded his decision upon Onslow v. Wallis (1 
& G. 506), but in that case the trustees had active duties to perform. 
Bowex, L.J., concurred. Fry, L.J., also concurred. He pointed out 
that, if the trustees under the will of Charles Lashmar had taken the legal 
estate in fee in the house, the natural thing would have been to direct 
them to convey the estate to George Hartnup after the death of the widow, 
“whereas in fact the trust was ‘‘for’’ him.—Covunset, Renshaw, Q.C., 
Hadley, and Hutton; Haldane, Q.C., and Abraham. Soxtcrrors, Burton, 
Yeates, ¢ Co; J. § W. Maude. 


THE NATIONAL BANK vr. SILKE—No. 2, 10th December. 


Curqca—Necormsimiry—Resrrictive Crosstxe—Brits or Excuance Act, 
1882, ss. 8, 35, 73. 

This appeal from a decision of Day, J., raised a question of importance 
as to the negotiability of a cheque. The action was brought to recover 
£450, being the amount of a cheque drawn by the defendant upon the 
Alliance Bank, the plaintiffs being, as they alleged, the holders of the 
cheque in due course for value. The defendant had agreed to advance a 
sum of £450 to J. F. Moriarty, upon certain conditions as to security for 

the loan, and the cheque was given to him in pursuance of this arrange- 
ment. The cheque was drawn thus :—‘‘ Pay to the order of J. F. Moriarty, 
Esq., four hundred and fifty pounds.”” The cheque was crossed thus :— 
** Account of J. F. Moriarty, Esq., National Bank, Dublin.” Moriarty on 
receiving the cheque sent it by post to the National Bank, Dublin, who 
were his bankers, in a letter in which he told them to “ credit’’ his ac- 
eount with the £450. The bank did so at once, before they knew whether 
the cheque would be paid, and sent Moriarty an acknowledgment of the 
receipt of the cheque as ‘‘for your credit.”” He immediately drew upon 
his account, and thus received the greater part of the value of the cheque 
before it had been paid to the bank. The bank sent the cheque on to 
London, and on its being presented to the Alliance Bank for payment, 
payment was refused by the direction of the drawer, which had been 
i in the meantime. The reason for this direction was that Moriarty 
fulfilled the condition as to security upon which the ad- 
been made to him. The National Bank then applied to 
i to refund to them the sum which they had advanced upon the 
ith of the cheque being honoured, and, as he failed to do so, they 
this action against the drawer of the cheque. Section 8 of the 

Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, provides :—‘‘ (1) When a bill [of exchange] 
contains words prohibiting transfer, or indicating an intention that it 
should not be transferable, it is valid as between the parties thereto, but 
is not negotiable. (2) A negotiable bill may be payable either to order or 
to bearer. . . (4) A bill is payable to order which is expressed to be 
so payable, or which is expressed to be payable to a particular person, and 
does not contain words prohibiting transfer or indicating an intention that 
it should not be transferable.”” By section 35 :—‘‘ (1) An indorsement is 
restrictive which prohibits the further negotiation of the bill, or which 
expresses that it is a mere authority to deal with the bill as thereby 
directed, and not a transfer of the ownership thereof, as, for example, if a 
bill be indorsed ‘ Pay D. only,’ or ‘ Pay D. for the account of X.,’ or ‘ Pay 
D. or order for collection.’ (2) A restrictive indorsement gives the in- 
dorsee the right to receive payment of the bill, and to sue any party 
thereto that his indorser could have sued, but gives him no power to 
transfer his rights a= indorsee unless it expressly authorizes him to do so.’’ 
ro agus 73 :—“ A cheque is a bill of exchange drawn on a banker pay- 
on demand. Except as otherwise provided in this part”’ [that is, 
Past III. of the Act, which is headed “‘ Cheques on a Banker’’}, “‘ the 
provisions of this Act applicable to a bill of exchange payable on demand 
to a cheque.” Day, J., held that the plaintiffs were entitled to 

Saal os it was contended—(1) that sub-section 4 of section 

Act applied, and that by means of the special words of the cross- 
cheque was made not transferable, and could only be paid to 
account of the person indicated, and consequently the bank had no 
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title to it, and could not maintain the action; (2) that the bank were 
not holders of the cheque in due course for value. 
Tue Cover (Lismer, Bowrex, and Fer, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 


, LdJ., eaid that it had been contended that the bank cwld not 
intain the action—first, because they had no right to sue upon the 
at that it was not a transferable or negotiable instrument, and 

one could sue upon it but Moriarty bimeelf. It must be remem- 
that the Pills of Exchange Act contained 4al provisions relating 
to cheques. His lordship was nt saticfied that a cheque payable to order 
or bearer could be made not negotiable in any mode except that which 
was vinted ont in section $1 of the Act, that is, by writing the 
words * nit negtiable”’ acrom it. It was not necessary to decide this 
now. But he thought that those who intended that a cheque drawn 

to order or to bearer dwuld not be negotiable should say w distinctly and 
onumistakably, for it was of the utmost importance that such cheques 
shold mt be embarrasring documents. Put, assuming (without deciding 
it) that section 7% did make section % appl y to cheques, and that it was 
pouitle to draw 2 cheque payable to order or bearer and at the vame time 
a4A words to it restricting ite transferability, he thought thove words 
very plain words. A cheque drawn to order or bearer must not 
pumice. The words used in the present case, “ Account of J, 
1” cordially Hid wt“ probit trander” of the cheque, Did 
es tite an intention that it dunild not be transferable?" His 
thought mt. The utmost they could mean was, a direction to 
amurunt A the Cheque to the credit of the particular person's 

. hny Sher commracion wodld be utterly inconsistent with the 
eatare A 2 docament which was mate payable to order or bearer. The 
why Aer quedtiom was whether the bank were holders of the cheque in 
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to them merely for collection. The intention was that they should place the 
amount to the credit of Moriarty in order that he might draw upon it, and 
hedidso. The bank were, therefore, bond fide holders of the cheque for value 
in due course. Bowen, L.J., concurred, adding nothing on the first point. As 
to the second point, he said it was plain from the discussion in the House of 
Lords in M’ Lean v. Clydesdale Banking Co. (9 App. Cas. 95), and, indeed, it 
was plain enough to commercial men before, that, when u cheque was sent 
toa to be placed to the credit of a particular customer, and that 
bank placed the amount to his credit, and allowed him to draw upon it, 
they were holders of the cheque for value and in due course. Fry, L.J., 
was far from certain that section 8 was not intended to classify bills of 
exchange under three heads—viz., bills which were not negotiable and 
bills which were negotiable, these being divided into bills payable to 
bearer and bills payable to order, and that a bill payable to order must 
always be a negotiable bill, and could not be made otherwise. But, as- 
suming that a bill payable to order could be made not negotiable, still he 
was clearly of opinion that the words used here did not render the cheque 
not negotiable. Much clearer words must be used to countervail the use 
of the words “‘ to the order.’’—CownseL, Crump, Q.C., Willes Chitty, and 
Ernest Pollock ; Woolf, Q.C., and Houghton. Sorrcrroxs, Norris § Co. ; 
Tatham § Lousada. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re GRAHAM'S TRUSTS—Chitty, J., 9th December. 


Practice—PayMEnt into Court—Norice to Persons INTERESTED—TRUSTEE 
Reurer Acr (10 & 11 Vicr. c, 96)—Scpreme Court Funps Revues, 1886, 
r. 41. 


In this case a question arose whether, upon payment by trustees of 
money into court under the Trustee Relief Act, notice of the affidavit 
should be served on the same persons and in the same way as it would 
have been if rule 34 of the Chancery Funds Consolidated Rules, 1874, had 
remained in force. Re Stening’s Trusts (50 L. T. 586) was cited as possibly 
an authority in the affirmative. 

Currty, J., said rule 41 of the Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1886, did 
not require the trustees to set out in the affidavit the names and addresses 
of the parties jnterested. Rule 34 of the Chancery Funds Consolidated 
Rules, 1874, was clearly repealed by rule 2 of the Funds Rules of 1884. 
By the Chancery Funds (Amended) Orders, 1874, r. 5, a trustee paying 
money into court under the Trustee Relief Act was required to give 
notice to the persons named in his affidavit to be made in pursuance of 
rule 34 of the Consolidated Rules, 1874. Order 5 of the Amended Rules, 
1874, was, however, of no effect since the making of rule 41 of the 1886 
rules. The change must be taken as having been deliberately made 
because of the great difficulty in giving notice. The money was often 
paid into court because the trustee did not know who was entitled, or -he 
might not know the address. Besides, as the matter must in every case 
come before the court, the fund was sure not to be parted with until the 
right persons had been served. Te Stening’s Trusts was not a decision that 
order 5 was still in force, but merely that in the particular case early 
notice was desirable.—Counset, Maclean, Q.C., and. Prior ; Methold. Sou1- 
crrors, Johnson, Budd, §& Johnson. 


FRAMES +. BULFONTEIN MINING CO.—Chitty, J., 4th December. 


Company—ReEMUNERATION OF DIRECTORS KY PERCENTAGE ON Proritrs— 
Sate or Concern at A Prorrir—Reconstruction oy Company. 


By the articles of association of the defendant company (art. 57) its 
directors, of whom Frames, the plaintiff, was one, were entitled, as 
remuneration for their services per annum, to “either a sum of £300, or 
a sum equal to 3 per cent. on the net profits of the company of such year, 
whichever should be the larger sum.’’ Profits were calculated up to the 
31st of May in each year. In April, 1888, the company resolved on a 
voluntary winding up with the ye of selling its undertaking and asssts 
to a new company, called the New Bulfontein Mining Co., under an 
agreement by which it was to receive as consideration the sum of £624,800, 
payable by the allotment to the old company or the liquidator thereof, or 
their nominees, of 124,960 fully- shares of £5 in the new company, 
to the intent that such shares might be distributed amongst the members 
of the old company in proportion to their ordinary shares, The capital 
of the old company consisted of ordinary shares of the nominal amount 
of £162,000, There were five directors, and Frames’ claim was for one- 
fifth of 4 per cent. on the difference in amount between these shares and 
the shares in the new company—viz., for a sum exceeding £3,500. 

Currry, J., said that Frames’ claim could not be sustained. Article 57 
was addressed to a state of things when the company was a going con- 
cern, and the article did not point to a liquidation, or to the sale of the 
assets of the company as a whole. No doubt if the directors had sold any 
portion of the property of the company, the proceeds of any and each Fam | 
sale would have had to be brought into the profi#and loss account of each 
year; but the article was applicable merely to sales in the ordinary course 
of management of the business of the company, and not to a sale effected 
by virtue of powers paramount to those of the company’s articles—that 
was to way, by means of the statutory powers conferred by the Companies 
Acts, oreover, the remuneration of the directors waa ioheakae as 0 
return for their services, A somewhat similar claim to the present had 
been negatived in the case of Hishton v. Grismell (1, Kh. 6 Kg, $26), and he 
agreed with that decision. The sale, being made after the resolution for a 
winding up, was outside the true meaning of the articles,Counsut, Byrne, 
Q., ana Lowett ; Maclean, Q.C,, and Ingle Joyee, Sorscrroun, Goldberg 4 
Langdon ; Hollams, Bons, Coward, 4 Hawkeley, 
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LIVERPOOL AND MANCHESTER AERATED BREAD AND CAFE CO. v. 
FIRTH AND OTHERS—Atirling, J., 6th December. 


Pracrice—InTERRoGATORIES — Discovery—Awmovunt or Secvrrry ror Costs 
— Frve Derenpants Severtnc 1x Derence — Separate Soricrrors — 
Separate Depostrs or £5—R. 8S. C., XXXL., 26. 


Adjourned summons. The plaintiff company brought an action against 
five defendants, claiming that certain payments and cheques made and 
given by the four first defendants in their capacities as directors of the 

laintiff company to the fifth defendant, and certain other payments made 

y them to one of the said four defendants as special remuneration, should 
be declared improper, and certain other relief. The defendants were all 
represented by separate solicitors, and had put in separate defences. The 
plaintiff company took oat a summons for affidavits of documents and 
discovery, and for liberty to deliver interrogatories to each of the defend- 
ants. Before the chief clerk the plaintiff company claimed to be entitled 
to this order upon payment of one sum of £5 only before delivery of the 
interrogatories, and of one sum of £5 upon the application for discovery. 
This order the chief clerk declined to make. 

Sriminc, J., held that Eder v. Attenborough (37 W. R. 507, 23 Q. B.D. 
130) was distinguishable from Smith v. Reed (W. N., 1883, p. 196). In 
Eder v. Attenborough the plaintiffs administered one set of interrogatories 
to the defendants, while in Smith v. Reed the interrogatories were 
separate and distinct sets. The practice established by Smith v. Reed had 
been followed for seven years in the chambers of the Chancery and 
Queen’s Bench Divisions, and ought to be followed in the present case. 
Ina case. such as the present one defendant might have a defence of 
which the others could not avail themselves, there being different acts of 
misconduct alleged, so the defendants had properly severed in their de- 
fence. There must be a separate sum of £5 paid into court on each set 
of interrogatories, and, applying the same principle, a separate sum of 
£5 in each case in which discovery was sought.—CovcnsgL, Chadiwyck- 
Healey ; A. Dunham; Grosvenor Woods. Soxicrrors, Marsland, Hewitt, 
Everett, & Urquhart ; Hodgkinson §& Watts ; Crowders & Vizard, for Hockin, 
Raby, §& Beckton, Manchester. 


SCOTT +. HOMER—Kekewich, J., 3rd December. 


Practice—Dettvery or Dexps—Orper To Give cp DoccuMENTS ALREADY 
De.iverep—Jcvpe¢e—Curer Cierx—Rieur or Stcrronm ro TAKE THE 
Opryton OF THE JuDGE—Tive at wHicn To AprLy ror ADJOURNMENT— 
R. 8. C., LV., @. 


’ This was an application to discharge an order made by the chief clerk. 
In December, 1889, an order had been made in the action for (inter alia) 
the delivery to the plaintiff of certain documents, including a mortgage 
deed of 1884. This deed and other documents were given up in January, 
1890. On the 21st of July the plaintiff applied for a four day order for 
delivery of securities in the terms of the order of December, 1889, and on 
the 29th of July an order was made by the chief clerk in the terms of the 
summons. The chief clerk refused to refer the matter to the judge, and 
the defendant took out the present summons seeking to discharge the 
order of the 29th of July. The plaintiff admitted that some of the docu- 
ments ordered by the chief clerk to be given up had already been delivered 
to him, and alleged that they had m inserted per inxcwriam in the 
eng = to his summons, which had been copied from the order of Decem- 

er, 1889. 

Kexewicn, J., said that the order ought to have specified the particular 
documents which the plaintiff said he had not had, and ought not to have 
referred in general terms to documents which had been already given up. 
The order must be discharged, with costs to be paid by the plaintiff. 
Another most important matter had arisen. It was said that the chief 
clerk had refased to adjourn the summons to the judge. Hhs loni- 
ship thought there must have been some mistake. It was the absolute un- 
qualified right of a suitor to come before the judge in person. That right 
must not be abused, and was subject to the suitor’s risk of having te pay 
costs. The chief clerk's refusal was said to have been on the ground Aw 
the defendant was out of time. There had been from time to time a dis- 
cussion as to the time when a party was bound to say that he wished to go 
to the judge; some said it must be at the time when the motion was 
refused ; some said within a reasonable time ; others not till the ander was 
drawn up, but it was very difficult to lay down any absoluté rale. Very 
likely the approach of the Long Vacation and the pressure of business 
made the chief clerk think that the defendant had had time enough, and 
only wished for an adjournment to the judge in ander to delay the matter 
over the Long Vacation. If that was his view, it could not be said that 
he was wrong. But his lordship wished to state his opinion that a suitor 
was entitled to come to the judge, at the risk of casts, at any time until the 
order had become operative—that was, until it had been drawn up and 

ssed, or something had been done under it. Till then he could day that 
he was not content with the judae’s representative, bat would = the 
judge in person, The plaintiff's summons must be restored to the paper 
to be heard by the chief clerk or by the judge if the parties desired it. 
The order of the 29th of July must be discharged.—Oornsar, Merten, QC, 
and 4. J. David; Wilbinsen, Sourcrrons, Apwest Miney, for Weekes, Heandett, 
¢ ., Birmingham ; Jedernmawr & Brown, for Béwerd v4, Birmingham. 


Xe THWAITES, YERBURGH ». ASTON—Kekowich, J., 6th December. 
Paactren—-Ornrarsatine Scuwons—Reworat or Procesemes rroa Des. 
rarct Reerray—R, 8, C., XXXV., BR, MM, 16, 

Tu this case proceedings had been commenced dy originating summons 
issued in the Liverpool District Registry, The and the defendant 
A., Who was one of the trustees af the tostater’s will, were resident in 
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HAM DISTRICT BANKING CO. LIM) v. J. STUBES & CO IE) 
AND W. ABBOTT—Kekewich, J., Srd December. 
Compaxy—Wisere vr—Moerreace—Laave ro cosmos Desestcar- 
motpERs’ Actroy Laermmaron—Racsrves. 


Supmene ty weatnens of oneeines at set Se 
for leave to Se iene? can tee motwithstand- 
company : motion ds cul bgaadaee 
of Wn combenn wm diachange om inting a receiver and to appoint 
himself receiver in his place. The were charged upem the 
whole of the company’s v. and future. inlediuwr eacalied 
capital, bat not and leasehelds. The freehold 
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Under the circumstances he must refuse the motion of the official liqui- 
dator and allow the receiver to remain. The plaintiffs’ costs would be 
costs in the action and the liquidator’s costs would come out of the assets. 
—Counset, Warmington, Q.C., and R. J. Parker; Renshaw, Q.C., and 
Ashton Cross. Soxtcrtors, Field, Roscoe, § Co., for Smith, Pinsent, § Co., 
Birmingham ; Henshall Fereday, for Reece, Harris, § Harris, Birmingham. 


BELLAMY v, WELLS—Romer, J., 6th December. 


Nuisance — Crus — Crowps—Wuistiixc ror Cass—Noisz From Cans— 
InsUNCTION. 


This was an action, known as the Pelican Club case, in which the question 
arose as to the principles which should guide the court in granting an 
injunction against the use of a club for the purpose of glove fights, boxing 
contests, music, or other sports or entertainments so as to be an annoyance 
and injury to the occupants of adjoining houses.. The action was brought 
by the owners, lessees, and occupiers of No. 33, Gerrard-street, Soho, 
against the proprietor of the Pelican Club, which was opened in February, 
1890, on the site of two houses, 34 and 35, Gerrard-street. The principal 
causes of complaint were of the loud singing of songs and choruses, and 
pianoforte-playing, lasting until 2 a.m. or later; the gathering together 
of crowds of noisy and disorderly people upon the occasion of 
monthly pugilistic encounters, whereby much disturbance was created ; 
a gathering of cabs outside the club, the cabmen of which indulged in 
violent language ; and the constant whistling to attract them. It was 
argued on behalf of the club that, as to certain of these complaints, they 
were groundless, and that, as to others, the club could not be held liable 
for the noise created by the crowds and by the collection of cabs in the 
vicinity of the club. On the other hand, it was argued that the case of 
Walker v. Brewster (5 Eq. 25) was directly in point, and shewed distinctly 
that the club was liable for the nuisance caused to neighbours by persons 
outside it over whom it had no control. 


Romer, J., said : The case sought to be established by the plaintiffs may 
be divided into three heads—first, nuisance caused by certain boxing con- 
tests held at the club ; secondly, nuisance caused by the whistling for the 
cabs and carriages for members leaving the club, and the noise of the cabs 
and carriages themselves; and, thirdly, nuisance caused by music and 
singing in the club, and applause consequent thereon. The result of the 
evidence is that on three occasions a large mob collected when pugilistic 
encounters took place, and the noise created an intolerable nuisance to the 

iers of the adjoining houses. Can the defendant be held liable for 
this? He had not invited the mob, but the question turns on this, 
whether the collection of the crowd was not the probable consequence of 
the defendant’s acts? If it was, he was liable on the principle of the 
i -shooting case—King v. Moore (3 B. & Ad. 4)—and also Walker 
v. Brewster (5 Eq. 25). ‘The collection of this crowd was a probable 
consequence of the defendant’s acts, and the defendant apprehended it, as 
he gave notice to the 8 The plaintiffs are entitled to an injunction 
on this head. The collection of such crowds at a late hour is not using the 
club premises in an ordinary way, but is materially interfering with the 
ordinary comfort of existence of adjoining occupiers ‘‘ according to plain, 
sober, and simple notions among the English people”’: Walter v. Selfe (4 
De G. & S., p. 322). Next, as to whistling for cabs. The club is a late 
one, and at all hours after twelve, up to as late as six in the morning, cabs 
are whistled for by the usual loud street whistle familiar to all, and then 
the cabs answer and pass rapidly to the club over the cobbles of the street. 
Cabs often race, and the cabmen indulge in violent language. The result 
is that the neighbours are wakened at all hours, and an injunction 
must go on that head too. It was true a householder had a right to call 
cabs with a whistle, but in this case the user was in no wise an user of an 
ordinary or common kind. It was not the ordinary practice to keep a 
house open until six in the morning for guests, and to call cabs for them 
frequently between twelve and six in the morning. As to the third head, 
the int of nuisance by music, singing, and applause, his lordship 
held it was not substantiated. The injunction granted was to run in these 
terms: ‘‘ An injunction to restrain the defendant from carrying on, or 
permitting to be carried on, by himself, his manager or agents, the busi- 
ness or concern of the Pelican Club on club premises in the pleadings 
mentioned so as to cause a nuisance by noise to the plaintiffs, or any of 
them, as owners, lessee, or —- of No. 33, Gerrard-street, or any of 
their tenants or under-lessees, (1) by cabs or carriages driving to or leaving 
the club premises, and the whistling for carriages or cabs to the club 
between the hours of midnight and seven a.m.; and (2) by any crowd 
caused to be assembled by the boxing contests or entertainments held at 
the club premises.—Cocnset, Sir HE. Clarke, 8.G., RB. Neville, Q.C., and 
Rowden; Sir Rh. EB. Webster, A.G., Haldane, Q.C., and Swinfen Eady. 
Sorstrozs, Holt, Beever, & Co. ; Hastics. 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
BAXTER +. LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL—(th December. 
Conowexn—Fixen Satany—Riont ov Action acarser County Counctt im 

Scyertreriox rox Jverices—Parnocative Wut oy Maxpames—County 

Conomens Act, 186) (23 & 24 Vict. c. 116), «. 4. 

In this action Mr. Wynne Baxter, coroner for the South-Eastern Division 
oA the county of Middlesex, sought to have his rights declared in respect of 
his salary as coroner. The action had « lly been brought against the 


treasurer und two of the justices of the county, who by consent ai red to 
tepresent the county justices: the county council had been substituted for 
In 1846 the plaintiff 


The fact# were as follows: 


them a« defendants 





succeeded Sir John Humphreys as coroner for the Eastern Division of the 
ecunty. Sir J. Humphreys’ salary had been fixed earlier in the same year 
at £2,208. In 1887 the Home Secretary fixed the plaintiff’s salary at sub- 
stantially the same amount. In 1888 the division was divided (by order of 
the Privy Council) into North-Eastern and South-Eastern Divisions, the 

laintiff being appointed to take the inquests in the latter division. 
Bection 4 of the County Coroners Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vict. c. 116), provides 
(in effect) for the payment of coroners by annual salaries instead of by fees 
and for the determination of the amount (in default of agreement between 
the coroner and the justices) by the Home Secretary ; the salary so fixed 
to be liable to revision at the end of a period of five years. The plaintiff 
claimed to be entitled to the whole salary although the district had been 
divided. 

Day, J., in giving judgment, said that the real question was whether the 
plaintiff was entitled to a continuance of his salary for a period ending 
with the expiration of five years from the date when it was fixed, either 
for his bce yrerya or for himself, by the Home Secretary. The defendants 
contended that he was not so entitled; that since his appointment his 
district had been sub-divided, and his salary as fixed had ceased, and that 
it must be fixed again, having regard to the altered circumstances of the 
case. How long did the period of five years last? Did it come to an end 
when the coroner ceased to hold office, or did it run on into the term of 
office of his successor? He had come to the conclusion that it ended with 
the coroner’s life. The —_ was, therefore, not bound by the valuation 
made in the case of Sir John Humphreys. Where there wasa fresh election 
of a coroner a salary must be fixed. The Home Secretary was right in 
fixing the plaintiff's salary, and as it was fixed in 1887 it would run on 
till 1892. The sub-division of the district did not deprive the plaintiff of 
his right to his salary. He held a freehold office, with a salary fixed for 
five years, and he was entitled to receive it for that period. It was, how- 
ever, clear that the plaintiff could not succeed in this action. His proper 
remedy was by prerogative writ of mandamus. This was not a matter in 
which an action would lie between the parties. As to the claim being for 
a declaration of rights only, the court would not make such a declaration 
where it had no power to give relief. It was clear that there was no juris- 
diction to bind the parties to the action. The county council were sub- 
stituted for the justices, and he had never heard of an action brought 
against justices gud justices; neither could justices give consent to such 
an action being brought against them. They could only be made amenable 
by a prerogative writ of mandamus. The plaintiff had mistaken his remedy, 
and therefore, although his contention was well founded, judgment must 
be for the defendants.—Covunset, Jeune, Q.C., and Ashton Cross; R. 8. 
if > imaaatees and Lochnis. Soxtcrrors, Wynne Baxter § Keeble ; 
R. Ward. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 10th inst.; Mr. Thomas Henry Stephens (Cardiff) in the chair. The 
other directors present were Messrs. H. Morten Cotton, Edwin Hedger, 
Grinham Keen, Richard Pennington, R. Pidcock (Woolwich), Henry 
Roscoe, Sidney Smith, R. W. Tweedie, Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. 
Scott (secretary). A sum of £235 was distributed in grants of relief ; three 
new members were admitted to the association ; and other general busi- 
ness was transacted. 





INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY OF LIVERPOOL. 


At a meeting of the cominittee held after the annual meeting the fol- 
lowing were elected officers of the society for the coming year :—President, 
Mr. F. Archer ; vice-president, Mr. A. F. Warr; hon. treasurer, Mr. C. H. 
Morton ; hon. secretaries, Mr. W. T. Rogers and Mr. G. Norton. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES, 


Livervoo, Law Srupents’ Assocration.—Dec. 8—F’. J. Hawkins, Esq. 
(president), in the chair. A paper was read by 0. H. Hardy, Esq., 
barrister-at-law, on ‘‘ Admiralty ‘Actions in rem,’ their Nature and 
Statutory Limits.’’ 


Monmovrusume Inconroratep Law Socrery (Law Sruprnts’ Secrion).— 
An ordinary meeting of this section was held in the Police-court, Town- 
hall, Newport, on Wednesday, the 3rd inst. Roges Evans, Esq., occupied 
the chair. After the general business and discussion of the queries, a 
debate took place on moot point No. 12—viz., ‘‘ Was the decision of the 
Court of A in the case of Hugill v. Masher correct? Mr. 'T. Colborne 
opened in the affirmative, and was supported by Mr. Ivor Evans. Mr. 
A. M. Tapson then opened in the negative, supported by Mr. B. Jacobs. 
On the question being put to the meeting, the affirmative was carried by 
one vote. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Baron Hvuppieston died at his residence, 43, Ennismore-gardens, 
South Kensington, on the 5th inst. He was born in 1815, and was 
the son of Mr. Thos. Huddleston, by his marriage with Alethea, 
daughter of Mr. H. Hichens, of St. Ives, Cornwall. Mr. Huddleston 
matriculated at Trinity College, Dublin. He afterwards came to 
England and acted as usher in a school, and later on he was called to the 
bar at Gray’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1839, and went the Oxford Circuit, and 
also attended the Worcester and Stafford Sessions and the Old Bailey. He 
was made a Queen’s Counsel in 1857, and in the same year was elected a 
bencher of Gray’s-inn. After unsuccessful attempts in Worcester in 1852, 
Shrewsbury in 1857, and Kidderminster in 1859 and 1861, he was elected 
elected Member of Parliament for Canterbury in 1865, and held the seat 
until 1868. In 1872 he married Lady Diana, daughter of the ninth Duke of 
St. Albans, and in 1874 he was elected Member of Parliament for Norwich. 
From 1866 to 1875 he was judge advocate of the fleet and counsel to the 
Admiralty. He refused to accept the post of Solicitor-General in 1874, 
and was appointed judge of the Court of Common Pleas in February, 
1875. In May, 1875, he was appointed baron of the Court of Exchequer. 
In November, 1875, he became a judge of the High Court of Justice, 
Exchequer Division, and in 1879 a judge of the Queen’s Bench Division. 
The learned judge has been in ill health for many years, and has often per- 
formed his — functions with great discomfort to himself. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Roxext Samvet Wricur has been appointed a Judge of the Queen’s 
Bench Division, in succession to the late Mr. Baron Huddleston. Mr. 
Wright was born in 1839 and is the son of the Rev. Edward Henry 
Wright, rector of Litton, Somerset. _ He was educated at Oriel College, 
Oxford, where he graduated with distinction. He took first class in 
Classical Moderations in 1859, and in 1860 he took first class in Liter» 
Humaniores ; he also obtained prizes in Latin verse, English essay, and 
the Arnold essay. He obtained the degree of B.C.L. in 1863 and M.A. in 
1864. He was a fellow of Oriel, and is now an honorary fellow. He was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in June, 1865, and joined the 
Northern Circuit. He has been junior counsel to the Treasury since 1883, 
and he was Common Law Lecturer to the Incorporated Law Society in 
1877—78. He is author of The Law of Criminal Conspiracies and Agree- 
ments, and joint author of an Outline of Local Government and Local 
Taxation. 


The Hon. SrepHen Wriitram Bucnanan Coxertmpce, son of the Lord 
Chief Justice, has been appointed by his father Clerk of Assize on the 
South Wales Circuit. Mr. Coleridge was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple on the 19th of May, 1886, and has for some years acted as private 
secretary to his father in succession to his brother, the Hon. Bernard 
Coleridge, M.P. 

Mr. Joun Rosz, of the Oxford Circuit, has been appointed Recorder of 
Hanley, in the place of Mr. J. B. Brindley, deceased. Mr. Rose is the son 
of Mr. John Randolph Rose, of Stockton-on-Trent, and was born on the 
17th of June, 1841. He was called to the bar at Gray’s-inn on the 6th of 
June, 1868. Since 1877 he has been a member of the Joint Board of Legal 
Examiners of the Four Inns of Court. He married on the 30th of March, 
1883, Janet Susan, only daughter of the late Mr. Charles Darling, of Lang- 
ham Hall, Essex. Mr. Rose practises on the Oxford Circuit. 


Sir ArexanpER Epwarp Mitrrr, Q.C., LL.D., has been appointed an 
Ordinary Member of the Council of the Governor-General of India. Sir 
A. E. Miller is the son of Mr. Alexander Miller, of Ballycastle, co. Antrim, 
Ireland, and was born in 1828. He ois asahee at Trinity College, Dublin, 
where he won several prizes and gold medals. He was called to the bar 
at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas &. 1854, and was for several years 
editor of the Soticrrors’ Jovrnat. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 1872, 
and a bencher of his inn in the same year. He was a legal member of the 
Railway Commission from February, 1877, till December, 1888. In 1889 
he was appointed a Master in Lunacy. 


Mr. Henry Svurron, barrister, of the North-Eastern Circuit, has been 
appointed Junior Common Law Counsel to the Treasury, in succession to 
Mr. R. 8. Wright, the new judge. He is the second son of Mr. James 
Sutton, of Shardlow Hall, Derby, J.P., and is a B.A. of Christ’s College, 
Cambridge. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn on the 30th of 
April, 1870, and married, on the 2nd of October, 1872, Caroline Elizabeth, 
elder daughter of Mr. John Nanson, of Car ‘arlisle, by whom he has had 


issue. 


Mr. Dauzut, Henry Joun Cuatmmns, solicitor, of 65 and 66, Chancery- 
lane, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Chalmers was 
admitted a solicitor in March, 1879. 


Mr. Joun Tuomas Brnpsworru Seweuu, solicitor, of 10, Bedford-row, 
London, W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Sewell 
was admitted a solicitor in June, 1884, 


Mr. Henry Kerny, solicitor, of 2, Lancaster-place, Waterloo-bridge, | ° 
London, W.C., has becn appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Kerby 
was admitted a eolicitor in May, 1884, 
Mr. Hayne Sarru, solicitor, of Dartmouth, Devon, has been appointed 
. . emaanbadionet for Oaths. Mr. Smith was admitted a solicitor in April, 
84, 


Mr. Axtruvn Luoroty Miers, solicitor, of 177, Great Portland-street, 





London, W., eye o a Commissioner for 
. Miers was admitted a August, 1883. - 


Mr. Hexsert Bamroxp, aaa of 201, Great Portland - street, 
London, W., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bam- 
ford was admitted a solicitor in June, 1879. 


Mr. Tuomas Wa. Tempany, solicitor, of 25, Bedford-row, London, 
W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Tempany was 
admitted a solicitor in November, 1879. 


Mr. Rosert James Goocu, solicitor, of 5, Fenchurch-buildings, London, 
E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner f or Oaths. Mr. Gooch was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in July, 1879. 

Mr. Tos. Wm. Boype.t, jun., on of Watford, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Boydell was admitted a solicitor 
in February, 1879. 


Mr. Josern Montracve Hasutr, solicitor, of 6, Martin’s-lane, Cannon- 
street, E.C., has been appoin inted a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Haslip 
was admitted a solicitor in December, 1884. 


Mr. Frepenick Hatt, solicitor, of Leeds, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Hall was admitted a solicitor in August, 1884. 


Mr. Tuomas Joun Servincton Savery Krve, solicitor, of 41, ae 
street, Marylebone-road, has been —— Commissioner for Oaths 
Mr. King was admitted a solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1868. 


Mr. Josgru Hoposon Vevers, solicitor, of Leeds, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Vevers was admitted a solicitor in March, 
1884. 


Mr. Cuartes Wattsr Oppre, solicitor (of the firm of Torr, Janeway, 
Gribble, Oddie, & — of 38, Bedford-row, W.C., and 19, Parliament- 
street, Westminster, has been a ted a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Oddie was admitted a solicitor in January, 1879. 

Mr. C. G. Sxerwoon, solicitor, of 23, John-street, Bedford-row, London, 
W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 


Mr. Georce Hvueerss, solicitor, of eres street, Birmingham, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths Huggins was admitted a 
solicitor in August, 1882. 


Portland- 
Oaths. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Drsso.vti0n. 


James Pvcu and Gsorgg Jason Puitutrs, solicitors ‘ae & ne 
Northampton. Dec. 2. Gazette, Dec. 9 


ew 


GENERAL. 


Mr. William Cook, of No. 4, Myddleton-square, E.C., writes to us to 
inquire whether any of our readers can inform him where to obtain busts 
of the judges suitable for a law library ? 


The death is recorded of Mr. Archibald Campbell Swinton, who, after a 
brilliant career at the Scottish bar, was in 1852 ted to the professor- 
ship of Civil Law in the University of Tdinbursh, and held thet peeltion 
for twenty years. 


eo ee peatagar edhe yor objection was taken to 
gress being among } the Solicitors Coen) 
and the First Lord of the Treasury, en yD yen abe no private 
—— should be taken before Christmas, all measures mentioned 
were deferred. 


The late Mr. Thomas Ainsworth, solicitor, of Blackburn, has, says the 
Standard, bequeathed £2,000 to the Blackburn and East Lancashive In- 
firmary, £2,000 to the Blackburn School, and £2,000 to 
He has also left his lar ad ala Dhenry and collection of patatings 
He has s uable li of 
to the Blackburn Free 

Can a magistrate’s aa the Daily News, fitly undertake the 
ofa cuting solicitor? . Justice Wi 
ee rat,” ask the judge, ‘ —e ple ene 
guinea for every nothin for those are 
acquitted ?"’ “Nt. Sustice » Wills was 
supposed to throw ‘the lightest saapacaen” “yen Oe Sam of 

by 


Het 


ice-court ; but he was not the less emphatic in 
system as ‘‘an abominable one,’’ which ought to be “* prohibited 
of Parliament.”’ 


A daily newspaper says :—‘* Without pretending to rival Dr. Koch or 
M. Pustoun, Me Jestion ovine tan eainaa'a Sir cate to & pines 
een SS Se ee See At the Chelmsford Assizes last week a 
prosecutor had ve his evidence in half-inaudible tones, when 
an mented ote oh — 
at the bar Pe teaben yy ond mime dks Ee 
Ths prospec oar any expenses if you you don't speak lender 

ae er ene have been at once attended by 


:" a recent meeting of the ee ee Council there was a 
lengthened discussion en the recent sen 
borough, Mr. G. M, Dowdeswell, Q.C. 6 See eae See 
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Alderman Lucas expressing wal af the sentences of 
servitude for minor offences, such y tends more te 
harden than to reform offenders. Mr. Lucas said weed recorder had 


recently imposed two sentences of five years’ servitude for minor 
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offences, and contended that heavy sentences were not reformatory or 
deterrent, and that cumulative sentences were not desirable, quoting the 
opinions of the Lord Chief J ustice, Mr. Justice Stephen, Mr. Justice 
North, and the recorders of Reading and Liverpool in support of his argu- 
ments. Several members defended the action of the recorder as only in 
accordance with the law, and as each of the prisoners had been Yate me 
convicted the sentences were only just. After a rather lively debate the 
resolution was adopted by a majority of one, the mayor declining to vote. 

The grand jury at the recent quarter sessions made a presentment to the 
recorder on the same subject. 


“At the Chelmsford Assizes, says the Times, Mr. Justice Hawkins heard 
the case of Reg. v. Dines, in which Mr. J. H. Murphy appeared to prose- 
cute the prisoner, a private in the Norfolk Regiment, for an assault upon 
a girl of the age of twelve. Mr. Murphy proposed to call the child's 
sister, aged nine, to give confirmatory evidence. After the oath had been 
tendered, but before the girl kissed the Testament, Mr. Justice Hawkins 
asked the witness if she understood what she had been listening to. The 
girl said ‘‘ Yes,’’ but could give no further explanation, whereupon his 
lordship remarked that the form of oath used in courts of justice was 
most unfortunate. In his opinion it was constantly the case that boys and 
girls took an oath not at all understanding what was said to them; and, 
if careful inquiry was made, it would turn out that many adults, when 
uneducated, were equally incompetent to follow the complicated form of 
oath administered to them. It would be far better if some such simple 
form as this, ‘‘ I swear to God to speak the truth,”’ were used, and then 
any person who had any belief in God could understand what he was 


saying. 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURF. 


Rota or ReGistRars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Date Appeat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
; No. 2. Curry. Norru. 
Monday, December ....... 15 Mr. Jackson Mr. Lavie Mr. Rolt 
a 16 Clowes Carrington Farmer 
Wednesday .....................17 Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Thursday .................. 18 Clowes Carrington Farmer 
EE nsdecnesends nites ou Jackson Lavie Rolt 
ET crsonntightcwsticeescots 10 Clowes Carrington Farmer 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srievixe. KEKEWICH. Romer. 
Mr. Ward Mr. Pugh Mr. Godfrey 
Pemberton Beal Leach 
Ward Pugh Godfrey 
Pemberton Beal Leach 
Ward Pugh Godfrey 
Pemberton Beal Leach 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Dacoetr.—Dec. 3, at ®, Victoria-square, Newcastle-on-Tyne, the wife of William 
t, solicitor, of a son. 

Mawpvestex—Nov. 27, at 16, Fairfield-terrace, Dewsbury, the wife of Ernest Mawdesley, 

B.A., LL.B., Town Clerk of Dew sbury, of a daughter. 
MARRIAGES. 

Acwortn—Witsoxe.— Dec. 9, at St. ae, | Gane, Andrew Oswald Acworth, 
barrister-at-law, of ( ‘aleutta, to Ellinor Mary, da ang: hter of the late Charles Henry 
Haldane Wilsone, of Endrick Bank, Stirlingshire, N.B. 

ay ee —Dec. 9, at Holy Trinity, South Shore, Blac ol, Charles Frederick 
Brown, , solicitor, of Birmingham, to Adeline, eldest daughter of the late Robert 
Kershaw Gardiner, of Manchester. 

Srewarp—Rivcway.—Dee. 9, at St. Peter’s, Eaton-square, Henry Allen Holden Steward, 
of the Inner Temple, to Georgiana Barbara, youn; da my of the late Joseph 
Ridgway, of Wallsuches, Lancashire, and sister of the Hon. . Gathorne-Hardy. 


DEATHS. 
Atsswortu.—Dec. 3, at 9, Albert-terrace, Blackpool, Thomas Ainsworth, of Blackburn, 


, aged 53. 
Batension.— Dec. 7, at Plymouth, Frederick William Batchelor, B.A., Sidney Sussex 
, C , Barrister-at-law, aged 34. 
Havenros.- Dee. 6, ‘at Kilmacurragh, Kathdrum, Ireland, William Haughton, barrister, 
of 9, New-square, Lincoln’ «inn, and 81, Holland-road, Kensington, Ww. 
Jus.—Dee. 7, at 63, Inverness-terrace, Kensington-gardens, W., George Montagu Jull, 
&. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Dee. 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourey ix Cuaxceny. 
saves 6, Bux, & Co, Lamiren—Petn for winding up, presented, Dec 3, directed to be heard 
before Kekewich, J, m Saturday, Dec 14 Baylis & Pearce, Church ct ¢ thbra, Old Jewry, 
whore tor 
ALTOMATIC es axp Tvexetite Co, Lamirev—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 1, 
directed to be heard before Mirling, J, on Dee 13 Browne & Co, Church ct, Ironmonger 
lane, whore for 
Gerat Sux GoLo 15156 Co, ee Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to send 
in names and aAddresmesx, and the particulars of their debta or claims, to Mr Alick R 
, 2, Metal Exchange i , Gravee hurch xt 
(OF & ts, eo 4 “reditorn are required, on or before Jan 6, to send their 
cae eliotn, an of their debts or claims, to John Francis 
‘Sea epen 9 bd “Peiey, Jan », at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 
lone Dae yes Vir sinns (Teaxevaar) Gow Misixne Co, Laurren—Petn for winding 
Nov to be heard before Stirling, J, on Saturday, Dec 13 Sine 
22, George tt, ivoaion House, «hors for petner 


Cater pues George James Frederick Tate, at the office of Grantham Robert Dodd, 5 
ew 
Suaw Hatt Corton Spixxine Co, Luurrep—Creditors ave required, on or before Jan 5, to 
send their names , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Morton, Hyde, Chester Monday, Jan 12, at 12, is appointed for hearing and a ijudicat- 
ing upon the debts and elaims 
Swiss Mitx Powper Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 1, directed to be 
pas before Chitty, J., on Dec 13 - Boxall & Boxall, Chancery lane, solors for the 
or 
aioe Bi nna ome Stream Bakeries anp Mitiine Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, 
4, directed to be heard before Stirling, as; on Dec 15 Talbot & Tasker, 
sdfond t row, ogee hs for Dixon, Bristol, solors for petnrs 


Unstimitep mn CHANCERY. 
Conservative Benerit Burpine Sociery—Creditors are requir21, on or before Jan 9, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
5 Stephen Evans, 6, Bucklersbury Tuesday, Feb 10, at 11, is appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Loxvoy ano YorksHirE Mutuat Money Crus Co—Petn for winding up, presented 
ec 3, directed to be heard before North, J,on Dec 13 Chadwick, Bedfor row, agent 

for’ Welsh & Sykes, Huddersfield, solors tor petnrs 
NewcastLe, NorTHumBERLAND, AND DurHam Permanent Bererit Buitpine Sociery— 
itors are required, on or before Jan 1, to send their names and addresses, and par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Bowden, 42, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne. 
Thursday, Jan 22, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


claims. 
ondon Gazetie.—Turspay, Dec. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep tn CHANCERY. 

ALvcuiy, Lixnett, & Co, Luntep—Petn for winding up, presented Dee 8, directed to be 
heard before Kekewich, J, on Saturday, Dec 20. Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton avenue, 
solors for petner. 

Derence Vesset Construction Co, Liurrep>—By an order made by Chitty, J, dated Nov 
15, it was ordered that the company be rte { up. Scott, King William st, agents for 
Stobo & Livingston, New e upon Tyne, solors for petners. Chitty, J, has fixed 
Friday, Dec 19, at 11, ‘at his chmbrs, for the appointment of an off liqdor 

Hawiey & Bripow oop, Limrrep—Kekewich, J. es & ke order dated Nov 21, appointed 
George Arthur Mitcheson, Stoke on Trent, S 'be off liqdor 

Joint Srock AssociaTIon, Liurrep—By an order made by Chitty, J,, dated Nov 15, it was 
ordered that the voluntary winding up of the association be continued Ashurst & Co, 
T orton avenue, solors for petnr 

Mipianp Assets Co, Vaurean—Crodiions are required, on or before Jan 21, to send 
their names and ad , and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Francis 
Atkin, 1, Cobden chmbrs, Pelham st, Nottingham 

Prerer Coxxor, eget rE, & Co, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dee 21, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Hill, 26, Hanover st, Liverpool 

Suresves RACECOURSE Co, TR J, has fixed Dec 18, at 12, at his cham- 
bers, for the a Boa Pac of an official liquidator 

Unirep States Goip Pacers (New Co), vices t for winding up, presented Dec 8, 
direeted to be heafd before Kokewich J on Saturday, Dec 13 Lee & Pembertons, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields, solors for ers 

Wavervey Commercta axp Famity Hore. Co, Limrrep—By an order made by Stirling, 

Novy 28, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be con- 
tinued Winter & Co, Bedford row, solors for petner 
Unstmirep in CHaNncery. 

Tue Stream Sup Owners’ Mutua Prorecrixne ano Inpemyrry Associaton —Creditors 

are required, on or before Jan 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 

of their debts or claims, to J. Stanley Mitcalfe, Maritime bldgs, Newcastle upon Tyne 
County Pavatine or LANCASTER. 
Limrrep 1n CHANCERY. 

County Genera Crepit, Discount, Axo Investment Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, 

presented Dec 4, directed to be heard before the Vice Chancellor, on Wednesday, Dec 17, 

at 10.30, at the Assize Courts, Salford Higson, Preston, solor for petner 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Frienviy Society, National Schoolroom, Quorndon, Leicester Dec 4 
Recuanires Frienxviy Society, Rehoboth Tent, Corris, R.8.0., Merioneth Dec 4 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Lasr Day or Crain. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 25. 

Jornerk, Ruine, Shepperton. Dec 19. Cass v Block, Chitty, J. Foster, Gray’s inn sq 
Satu, Evwanv, South Brewham, Somerset, Yeoman. Jan5. Sherring v Smith, Stirling, 
Davies, Sherborne 

London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov. 28. 
Fixtaysoy, Wittiam, Sheffield, Brass Founder. Dee 26. Sheffield Smelting Co v 
Finlayson, Chitty, J. Branson, Sheffield 
Hzarucote, Rev Gitpert Vyvyax, West Deeping, Lincoln. Dec 31. Perceval v 
Heathcote, North, J. Houseman, Prince’s st, Westminster 
Liere ot Akvs, Francis Wittiam, Nanhoron, Carnarvon, Esq. Jan 1. Williams & 
Co v Trench, Kekewich, J. Western, Essex st, Strand 
Rursv, Jou, Bournemouth, Gent. Jan 2. Rhind v Rhind, Chitty, J. Maples, 
Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry 
Wis0x, Fes Whitehaven, Plasterer. Dec 2). Telford v Potts, Chitty, J. Paitson, 

ven 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 35. 


Last Day or Craim. 
London Gaztte.—Fuiway, Nov. 28. 


Bern, Geonse, Canterbury, Gent. Jan6. Furley, Canterbury 

Best, Many Awnx, Manchester rd, Bolton. Feb1. Greenhalgh & Cannon, Bolton 
Burrs, Karuvnixe, Leckhampton, Glos. Dec 22. Colmore & Monckton, Birmingham 
Bicoixs, Many Axyx, Penarth, Glam. Dec 26. Blosse & A Waldron, Cardiff 


Cuvecn, Roseynr Mowx, Southsea, Gas Engineer. Jan 10, Raper & Freeland, 
Chichester 
Con wert, oy aim, Fleet st, Licensed Victualler. Dec 2). Robing & Co, Lincoln's inn 


Ditvox, "Right Hon Sauau Avuvsra, Viscountess, Eastbourne, Jan 12. Markby & Co, 
New square, Lincoln's inn 
Esssorr, Joux, Sheffield, Innkeeper. Dec 27. Binney & Sons, Sielfield 


van, Sinem, Coedybrain, Kerry, Montgomery, Gent. Dec 17. Talbot & Watkins, 


yw 
Pasurvon, Hesny Wissiau, Winchester, Merchant, Deo 31, Dailey & White, Win- 
chester 





Ponce Causos Co, Laurren—Creditor are required, on or before Jan 7, to send their 
game and sAdreme, and the particulars their deb’» or claims, to Dyuglas Arthu; | 








Posansy, SL AMPaR, Dover nt, Piccadilly, Baker. Jun 10. Guscotte & Fowle:, York bldgs, 
ae ph 
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Harris, ahaa ms Soseee, Ol Sleaford, Lincs, Agricultural Implement Maker. Jan 21. 
Harwoop, Mary ‘Axw, Charlbury, Oxon. Dec 31. Vanderpump & Son, Gray’s inn square 
Hovutper, Loursa, Southall. Dec 10. Houlder, Lonsdale chmbrs, Chancery lane 
Hompace, Jous, Darlaston, Staffs, Victualler. Dec 5. Thorneycroft, Wolverhampton 
Jounsox, Jony James, West Broyle, nr Chichester, H.M.’s Counsel. Jan 10. & 
OHN a, Ohi y’ 8 an Raper 


Lawrence, Mary, Coates, Glos. Jan 10. Mullings & Co, Cirencester 
Lippoy, Rev. Henry Parry, Amen ct. Jani. Valpy & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Lanes, Mya Hay, Fawcett st, South Kensington. Dec 15. Guscotte & Co, Essex st, 


Lowe, Hewry, Bath rd, Bedford pk, Esq. Feb1. Raper & Freeland, Chichester 
Meacock, Rosert, Woolton, nr Liverpool, Gent. Jan 22. Whitley & Co, Liverpool 
Myer, Sypyey, Hereford, Hop Merchant. Jani. Myer, New Bridge st 

NortuGraves, James, Kingston upon Hull, Builder. Dec 20. Williamson, Hull 
Peacuey, Epmunp, Chichester, Solicitor. Feb 1. Raper & Freeland, Chichester 

Putturs, Joux, Chipping Norton, Oxon, Fellmonger. Dec 24. Wilkins, Chipping Norton 
Picort, ke newge Paaeane, Langbrook, Havant, Southampton. Jan 10. Raper & 
Pu aoe Rosert, Myddleton rd, Wood Green, retired Boot Manufacturer. Jan 1. 


oncione, jun, Raymond bldngs, Gray’s inn 
Rosrnson, JANE, Whittington, Lanes. Dee a0. Faweet, Carnforth 


Rossa.i, Jonny, Salisbury sq, Gent. Dec 22. Cheese, Strand 

Roy.e, Sarau, Clee Hall, Wolverley, Wores. Jani. Corser & Co, Stourbridge 

Goren, Rosert Henry, Queen Victoria st, Solicitor. Jan 31. Sayle & Co, Queen 
i 


ctoria st 
Saves, Grace, Blacker Hill, nr Barnsley. Jan21. Wake & Co, Sheffield 
Suayer, Bexsamiy, Gracechurch st. Dec 19. Harris & Son, Bishopsgate Churchyard 


Geunnene, saese Cuartes, Erith, Kent, Surgeon. Dee 28. Parish & Hickson, St. 
8s 
Teuton, Matixpa, Limpsfield, Surrey. Dec 26. Drake & Co, Rood lane 


Tuomas, Grorce Evan, Regent st, Solicitor. Jan 26. Whitehouse, Charles st, St. James’s 


Seaver, Une. Folkestone. Dec 27. A.D. & L. J. D. Brockman, Folkestone 
Water, Ex1as, Fish st hill, formerly Contractor. Dec 31. Cooper, Croydon 
Woop-Bes.y, Epmunp Heysuam, Stock Exchange, Esq. Dec 31. Wadeson & Malleson, 
Austinfriars 

London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 2. 
Aver, Zoz ADELAIDE, Bovey Tracey, Devon. Dec 27. Dimond & Son, Wimpole st 
Banner, Right Rev. Josern, Lord Bishop of Durham, Bishop Auckland. Dec17. Peele, 
Bet, Avice, Ford, nr Shrewsbury. Dec 31. Wade, Shrewsbury 
Biuurses, Wii11aM, Leicester, Gent. Jan 1. Watts, Leicester 
Dim, ange Queen st, Tameee. Dec 31. A. J. & A. T. Bland, Cobourg 


Yottage, Queen st, Hammersmi' 
Bott, JAMEs, Plymouth; Gent. Dee | 1 Gidley & Son, Plymouth 





Brooks, Gzorcs, Mansfield, Notts, Gent. Jan 7. Alcock, Mansfield 
Browx, Wii11am, Leeds. Jan 5. Markland & Co, Leeds 


CowEL, JAMES posses, Grange park, Ealing, formerly Major. Feb 21. Woolley, Gt 
Cox, Cuans Bisnasete, Rune 8 Foul, Antwerp, Belgium. Jan 6. Crump & Son, Phil- 
Conve, Se Joux Haszpur, Calke Abbey, Derby, Bart. Jan 1. Clowes & Co, King’s 


Davies, Saran Mappy, Hereford. Jan 5. Humfrys, Hereford 
Epwarps, Ricuarp, Norton, Radnor, Farmer. Jan 1. Temple & Philpin, Kington, 


Heref . 
Fiercuer, Wiis, Falsgrave, Scarborough, Coal Agent. Jan 12. Drawbridge, 
Core, es Binp, Clevedon, Somerset, Auctioneer. Jan 14. Wood, Wrington, 
Hopes, Jons, Camden rd, Camden Town. Jani. Holmes, North bldgs, Eldon st 
Horpertoy, Harrior, Edgmont, Torquay, Jan 15. Nisbet & Daw, Lincoln's inn fields 
Roce, Fem Hesry, Vigo st, Regent st, Bookseller. Dec 31. Laundy & Co, Argyll 
LitrLEemaLes, Mary, Lansdowne rd, Notting hill. Jan 15. Inman & Co, Bath 
Lvuxrox, Jouy, Hatherleigh, Devon, Machinist. Jan8. Pearce, Hatherieigh 
Mawstey, James, New Pellon, Halifax, Brewer. Jan 10. England, Halifax 
Patey, Josern, Countersett, Aysgarth, York, Farmer. Jan 20. Emmett, Burnley 
Raspatt, Georcr, Hampton in Arden, Warwickshire, Farmer. Jan 2. Chinn, Bir 
Roserts, Haxxan, Bank cottage Junction, nr Delph, Yorks. Jan 6. Rowntree, 
Saxrorp, Mary, Dover. Jan6. Stilwell & Harby, Dover 
-‘SuyrTs, y Seong Coenen. La Fouan, Villefranche, nr Nice, France, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
| 's inn 

ae. Fraycis Puevy, bony) Durham, Clerk in Holy Orders. Dee 24. Watson & 

| Voua, Euxs Asrerre, 3 Bidborough st, Manufacturing Confectioner. Dee 31. Carr & 

WappiLove, ‘Avrarp, Longeot Lodge, Bedford Park, D.C.L., Advocate. Jani. Keen & 

Wess, or Farm, nr Hatfield, Herts, Gent. Jani. Hicks & 
inn 

Wurre Hisane, Lancaster pl, Strand, Clerk in Holy Orders. Jan 10. Tarrant & Mack- 


Wurrs, Tuomas, Birchfield, Birmingham. Jan 12. Ryland & Co, Birmingham a 


















































Warxixe To ixrexpixe Hovse Purcuasers & Lesszzs.—Before 


a house have the thoroughly examined from 
Reatieny Set t entilation Co, , qapeme Town Hall, Victoria-cstreet, West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the i ‘ 





TEMPERANCE 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Dec. 5. 
a ~ Wituiam, The Quadrant, West LS park, 


wilder HighCourt Pet Nov15 Ord Dec 
ARMSTRONG, mez ane, Verte, Lines, Baker Great Grimsby 


Pet Dec 1 T Josern, Walsall, Butcher Walsall Pet Dec | 
Buv MESTRAS, rf my 8, Vaitiogin avenue, Merchant High a oi “ty oe De —_— “ane = St James's, Gent 
Co et 2 J Warwickshire, Tailor | 1 : ‘cinn 
Brcxspox, THomas, Connhean, Glos, Innkeeper Gloucester TowEns, i Pet Decl Ord Dec 1 Leigh, Lance. Joiner Dec I2at 
Pet Dee 1 Ord Dec Turner, JAMES, Se Wores, Farmer Worcester Pet | “i 16, Wood st, Bolton 
Burros, Arravr, and Dav ip Burton, Leeds, late Butchers Decl Ord Dec ex, THomas, West late Brass Founder Dec 
Leeds Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 2 Wanoaue, Wintian, upon Hull, Painter Kinge- | 15 at 1045 County est Bromwich 
Cunrees, 2 Geones, Cambridge, Baker Cambridge Pet Dec ton bee ‘Ord: Dee 1 _ = at teat 5 — » Glove 
Wry» Hi >  Wolstan Staff: Colliery | 10.30 ‘orvester ‘ 
Demat, Epwarp, Albion buildi Bartholomew close, Viewer cane “Bursl and Tunstall Bet Dee Dec 2 | Harvos, Westmrid, Joiner Dee 13 
Commission BS High Coaxt Dec2 Ord Dec 2 Ord Dec 2 at li vial 
Davies, HaMLer , Penisardre, Llanrwst, Denbigh- Hitt, Axprew Whinnz Merchant 
shire, Surgeon’s ‘Assistant Portmadoc and Blaenau | Assorr, Caartes THEL’ oy New inn, Strand, Solicitor mh A: Liverpool 
‘ Fe Pet Nov 28 Ona Nov 38 raya Dee 16 at 11 38, Cosy @ Linesin’s a Joiner Dec 15 atll Off Reo, 22, 
1Ck1NSON, Wiit1am, London C 4 Horse Dec row, a Leicester, Hatt 
Slonel! iat, Jant me ar a Oe ARs +. ae oye py en folk, Butcher Homak rows ' : Dec 15 at 3 
Pees Vee + ame Yorks, Tailor , wae Barnet, Frepenic. atc, Lend Foreman Pinter Dee 12 at 11 = Off Ree, 34, hecpbmgy aay 4 
Off 22, Park OPKINSON, Tikley, house 
Gocgnens, Same Jouy, ‘lementhorpe, Yorks, Joiner York Pet | Barrett, ~ Wricar, Halifax, Brass Founder Dec 3 age ee Of Ree, Park row, Leeds 
ov 15at11 Off Rec, | ©aNEs, 
Green, | Bedford Leigh, Lancs, Joiner Bolton | Beavis, WriuiaM, Surrey, Plumber Dec 12 at 12.30 | Dealer Dec 13 at 12.30 2, Offa st, 
. Bet Deo 3 Ord Dec 2 way London bri come, Se, Commission Agent Dee 12 
over, SrepHen, Penzance, Basket Mak i ° at ty 
hee? Ord Deo 2 at Sree | ee Se Oe Ee | Le eee Painter Dec ISat 2 O# Ree, 2, 
OLpROOK, Jonn Dray, Leicester, Hatter Leicester Pet Art Ww. Stoke by Nayland, Suffolk, Queen-st, Cardiff 
Dec 1 Ord Decl ” . —_ Dee 13 at 12.30 Townhall, clobester aa) —e Usk, Mon, Farmer Dee 16 at 12 
Jonxs, Cuartes, Cardiff, Painter Cardiff Pet Nov 28 as Gaon. , Danvieen Dec 15 at 12 Off Rec, Ree, chmbrs, st, Newport 
es Janna ee Loces, Joan, Eoin Rent Se ee 
Joxrs, James Grupert, Wrexham, Boot Dealer Wrex- Canty Ner Wal rd, Mineral 16at12 Bankruptey st, Lincoln's 
ham Pet Dec3 Ord Dee 3 SRE, bomaney, late Holloway 33, Carey st, Lin- inn fields 


Joxes, Joun ; ated Lianidloes, Montgomery, Draper 
Newtown Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 = 
lascu, Geones, Leeds, Painter Leeds Pet Dec 1 Ord 


Lercu, Taomas, Buxton st, Mile End New = Miller's 
Traveller Court Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec 


be of 


ene Rove, Hum 


Lewis, Davip Ropert, Llandudno Hotel Total Wicholes ‘st Burnley Rn Highgate, 

K Bet Dec 1 Oni Deo 1 Cooxson, Rica’ one Tunstall, Lanes, Tailor Mircnsu., ae, 
Lewis, Isaac, Langeview, Usk, Mon, Farmer Newport, is.at 11 120, ,  Siter’s Glerk Deo 12 at Off Ree, Ogden’s chmbes, 

Mon Pet Deo? Ord Dec 2 Coveraxp, Hexay Cvnriz, ] | we a 
Anas, Jous, Warwick 1, i, Baling, rotired Hardware | V Deg ot iso Ree, | wean Wilts, Farmer Dee 16 at 
wees Wiuasnyonce, ; Sperkiieek canoe 3 Ww Cro. Faspenice Croa nae ore Grocer Dec 13 at 

» Dirmaingbam, ¥ ‘are- AKER, AM KER, rs 
Clork Birmingham Pot Deo 1 ea a 2.90 Bankruptey | pitt Howse kane, 
Meanick, Ropert, Wititam, Bristol, ‘Timber Merchant at, Lincoln's inn tes | Bootmaker Teat 
Pet Nov 20 Oal'Des Dovenaa, am, Fenchurch Fenchurch st, Com- n st, Newport, 

Moons, Janes, Orie ri, Confectioner High Court Deo 17 at 12 38, Garey st, Lincoln's | Jeweins Det 12 of 11.20 


Pickroxp, Jam 
Court No 


Essex Islington, Builder High 
Pet Nov 10 ond Dees 





Pitt, Georez, East Grimstead, Wilts, Farmer Salisbury 
Pet Dec 1 


Prircuarp, Maria, Llandudno, Hotel Keeper Bangor | Fosrsr, Levy Esh, New Winning, Durham, Draper 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Pet Nov 29 Nov 29 | Dee 12 at 4.30 Tuns Durham 
Rosinson, Sauna, Bi Alsen = 


Sarrorr y ool... Mitel, Hants, Gent Ports- | 
poe J Pet Oct 


Comes & Reperave, Croydon, oye, ® — Dee 12 at 


Leeds, formeriy 
Bossat Wun, Bristol, Timber Merchant and 
cutter, os, Suomen Combrgy aker ‘Dee 1S Dee 15 at 12 Off NN Gee Mille Propeetor 
























Foax, Wiiu1am, Cardiff, Haulier Dec 18 at3 Off Rec, 2, 
Queen st, Cardiff 


Fraxx, Rosert, Norton, Malton, Yorks, Cattle Dealer 
“Dee 12 ae a bao 4 st, Scar- 


Ee so es ein 


Holloway, Ink Manufacturer | 
Ord Dee 1 


Ord Nov 28 


aren 28 Bene Dee 18 | 
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Sparrow, Epwrx Nasu, Copthall chmbrs, Stockbroker 
Dee 17 at 2.30 33, Bae st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Ae JouN Rowan, tal. hs ae in Holy Orders Dec 


Varpox, Gzorce Partie, Cheetham, nr Manchester Dec 
Of Ree, Ogden chmbrs, Bridge st, Man- 


The were notices are eens _ those pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Dec. 


Borrixertos, Jouy eer ns ot Derby, Tideher He 10 at 11 
Off Ree, St J: 's chmbrs, Derby 


Sorts, Faepuniox. ye sy and Tomas Suits, New 
, Kent, Builders Dec 15 at 12.30 
Off Rec, High st, 


Rochester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Apamsoy, Frayx, Liverpool, Cabinet Maker Liverpool 
ové Ord Dec 2 


y 

ATKINSON, ALEXaspDeER, late Warwick rd, Earl’s. Court, 
Member of the Institution of Civil Engineers High 
Court — Oct 31 Ord Dee 3 

Barrett, Exxest Wricnr, Halifax, Brass Frounder Hali- 
fax Pet Nov29 Ord Dec 

Bearp, Hexey, Cheltenham, i Stationer Cheltenham 
Pet Oct 18 Ord Dec 2 


Becwspos, Tuomas, Cranham, Glos, Innkeery Gl ster 
Pet Dee 1 Ord Dec 1 


Bucesasas, Witwram Aserrvetny, Piccadilly, Archery 
Court Pet Oct 16 Ord Dec 3 

Bveroy, Arruve, and Davip Burtoy, Leeds, late Butchers 

Leeds Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 

Cantmti, Srervex, South Shields, Solicitor’s Clerk New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Nov 29 Ord Decl 

Cooeees Seen Cambridge, Baker Cambridge Pet Dec 
1 


CoopEr, age os Aldershot, Draper Guildford and God- 
Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 28 

Cox, Joux, jun, Redland, Bristol, "Builder Bristol Pet 
Nov 24 Ord Dee 3 

Daviss, Hautet Liorp, Penisardre, Llanrwst, Denbigh- 
shire, s Assistant Portmadoc and Blaenau 
Festiniog Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 28 

Feacrsoxs, Watter, Rudston, Yorks, Tailor Scarborough 
Pet Dee 3 Ord Dec 3 


--, be gy oy Leigh, Lanes, Joiner Bolton 

i. oar Card, Painter Cardiff Pet Nov 2 
ov 2B 

os <4 eenme Leeds, Painter Leeds Pet Dec 1 Ord | 


Lzrcn, Trouas, Buxton st, ae oe Town, Miller's 
High © Ord Dee 





Moorz, Jaues, New Kent rd, Confectioner High Court 
Ord Dee 1 


Pet Deel 
Mruurss, L114as, Parkstone, Poole, Dorset, Licensed 
ietualler 


Vi Poole Pet Nov Bs Ord Dec 3 

Preaxs, Wriutax, Bi m, Grocer Bir- 
mingham Pet Nov 2 = Dee 

Perrenagp, Maz hel Keeper Bangor Pet 


Rostssox, Jauzs, Alsen rd, 7 Ink Manufacturer 
Court Pet Deci Ord Dec 

Saaw, Janes Verrcu, Worthing, Su ll of no occupation 
High Court Pet Sept 9 Ord Dee 3 

Towzes, Jauzs, Priors Marston 
Warwick Pet Nov 2 Ord Decl 

Teese, Janes, Powick, Worcs, Farmer Worcester Pet 
Deci1 Ord Dee 2 

Man- 


Vanpos, Groxce Parr, Cheeth nr Manchester 
chester 
Warvate, Wiiiian, Kingston "bed 4 Painter King- 
upon jrd Dec 


Varwickshire, Tailor 





Pet Nov 13 Ord Decl 


Hall aad 
Wuu Eow arp. Plints, General Dealer Ches- 
ter Nov7 Ord Dee 3 


London Gaztte.—Tcuspat, Dee. 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Beever, Casstes Beexann, Nottingham, Watchmaker 
Pet Dec4 Ord Dec4 


Bexsamssx, Sauter, Dunster gardens, Kilburn, Basket 
Manofactarer High Court Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 
Baws, Caances Eowanv, Avuretos Eowanp Asner, and 

Jomx Guer Revssnct, King William st, General Mer- 
chants High Court Ee ¢4 Ord Dec 4 
wd, Lithographer Bradford Pet 


Bocsea, Warten, rece Plasterer Cantert Pet 
Dees Ord Dee tae! 
t, Aura a, Crediton, Devon, Veterinary Sur- 
tt Dee 4 Ord Dee 4 


germ 

Barrex, Written Ba r + om Stockton on 

MB hg ph Ee 
ann, Haney 

Fen erutont Pet Dee 4 Ord Dee 4 

Lp, Aernen , Hot Manager PBirming- 
ham Pet Bor 26 Dee's 

On, Jon Josern V strrwnans, ¢ lane, Merchant 

Comm Pet Decé Ord Dect _ 


"aoe ft Torte Ya + Methourne, Derbyshire, Manu- 
Textile Fabrics Dethy Pet Bov 21 Ord 
5 se Right Hon. Lawnexce Hesnern, Baron, 


om 9 i hy oh On nee Cutie 
st tor br ong ‘ ‘ 


Ontirlem, Lacs, Grocer Leicester 
. "Onl Dee § 


"iewhaat ‘Liverpool bot Dor’ Ont bee” 


, 





i 
| 


Hemper, ADELAIDE oo Totterdown, Somerset, Married 
Woman Bristol PetDec5 Ord Dec5 

Henman, Epwarp Tuomas, jun, Moorfield, Stationer High 
Court Pet Nov18 Ord Dec5 

Hixt, Witi1am, Landport, Confectioner Portsmouth Pet 
Dee 5 Ord Dee 5 


Hopcens, Tomas H, Gledstanes Ray] West Kensington 
High Court Pet Nov21 Ord Dec 

Hore, Epwrs, Luddenden hy Yorks, Commission Agent 
Halifax Pet Nov 22 

LayeToys, Toomas Henry, Wobeaela, Joiner Wakefield 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec4 


Mawsoy, Exxey, Dingle, Liverpool, Boot Dealer Liverpool 
Pet Dec4 Ord 
—— Ricnarp, Bolton, Boot Maker Bolton Pet Dec5 
Dee 5 


Naytor, Wiiu1am Henry, Louth, Aerated Water a 
Great G Grimsby Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 
Neve, JouN, Otterden, nr — Kent, Farmer *can- 
terbury Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 
Perryman, JOHN — Old Windsor, Builder Windsor 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 


Pererson, Peter, Manselton, Swansea, Grocer Swansea 
Pet Dee 4 Ord Dec 4 


Poot, Ricnarp ANDREW, aged, Licensed Victualler 
Leicester Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 

Russert, Heyry Darian, Nottingham, Ls hase Manufac- 
turer Nottingham Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 

Sctros, Georce Wiit1am HEatHeEr, Chard, Somerset, 

timaker Taunton Pet 4 Ord 
Watmstey, Sam, and Jonatnan Leacu Inoue, Bradford, 
ineers Bradford Pet 5 

Warsvrtoy, Saran Grecory, Bradford, Grocer Man- 
chester Pet Dee 6 Ord Dec 6 

Warkixs, Ervest, Aldermanbury pain --; niateaemaie 
Agent High Court Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 

The at = | amended notice is substituted aI that pub- 


ed in the London Gazette, Nov. 11. 


Cuartes, Liverpool, Chartered Accountant 

Oct 27. Ord Nov8 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

ALLEN, James, Wolvercote, Oxon, Carman Dec 16 at 11.30 
1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Asurorp, Marcaret, Windsor, Spinster Dec 16 at 2 
Townhall, Windsor 

Barnett, ABRAHAM, Portsdown rd, Maida Vale, Byilder 
Dee 19 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Brasstxetox, ALoyYsIvs, Crediton, Devon, Veterinary Sur- 
geon Dec 18 at 10 Off Ree, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Brows, Wittram Lax Cave, Manchester, India Rubber 
Manufacturer Dec16at3 Off Ree, Ozden’ 's chmbrs, 
Bridge st, Manchester 


MitcHe.t, 
Liverpool Pet 


Hotel. Stroud 


| Bau sspox, Tuomas, Cranham, Glos, Innkeeper Dec 16 at 
4 Imperial 








Breton, Artuvur, and Davip Burtoy, Leeds, late Butchers 
Dee 17 at 11 Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 


| Davies, Hamiet Lioxp, Penisardre, Llanrwst, Denbigh- 


shire, Surgeon’s Assistant Dec 16 at 2 King’ s Head 
Hotel, Holywell 

Drake, Harry, Great Horton, Bradford, Worsted pe Aafener 
Dec 18 at 11 Off Ree, 31, Manor row, 

Dexx, Jous Heseiqve, Allsop place , Regent’s ok, late 
Co-operative Store Keeper 19 at 1 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Extos, ener Rosert, Chancery lane, Solicitor Dec 19 at 
12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Gooprick, Jous, Clementhorpe, Yorks, Joiner Dec 16 at 
12 Off Rec, York 

Hames, Catnuertye Meany, Melbourne, Derbyshire, 
Manufacturer of Textile Fabrics Dec 19 at 12 Off 
Ree, St James’s chmbrs. 

Hare, Josern, ae ge — yer Dee 17 at 3 Off 
Ree, 35, Victoria st, Li 

Haxrzis, Jous, Aberavon, Glam, Se builder Dec 17 at3 Off 

Oxford st, Swansea 

Hay woo, & psey, Griffydam, Leics, Grocer Dec 16 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Hit, Bt. Landport, Confectioner Dec 29at3 Off 
Ree, Cam , Portsmouth 

Boss, Srerues. enranee, Basket Maker Dec 16 at 12.30 

Ree, wen st, Tru 

Joxes, Joux Eowarp, Lianidloes, Montgomery, Draper 
Dec 17 at 1 Off Rec, Lianidloes 

Kix6, Georor, Fulham rd Dee 17 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Leacn, eeaee, Leeds, Painter Decil7 at12 Off Rec, 22, 

row, 

Leck, Jazez, East Retford, Notts, phone Dee 18 at 
12.) Off Rec, 31 Bi, Silver st, I 

Marrtey, Peaxcis ‘Witttam, Liv 
tendent Dee 18 at 12.15 C€ Ree, 


Ma Jacon, OMA Kent rd, Tailor Dec 18 at 2.4) Bank- 


wn, "Tasustece Superin- 
31, Silver st, Lin- 


taildings, Port 1 st, Lincoln’s inn flelds 
we my ER, oan ton, not Maker Dec 14 at ll 16, 
Wood st, Bolton 


Mire wey Counts sae, Livepes Chartered Accountant Dec 
17 at2 Off torrie | st, Liverpool 
Moss, Jamun, Noe ont rd, Confectioner Dec 18 ut 12 
Carey st, Lincoln's inn ‘flelds 


On oa As, A.ruey a Bethnal Cheesernonger 
Dec 18 at il 34, € at, lasodin's tan’ flelds 

Persson, bE R, Grocer Dee 17 at 
3%) Off Ree, 97, Gules Ait, Awansca 

Porter, War ran, Oxtord, © ‘ollege Bervant Dec 17 at 11.00 
1, %. Aldate’s, 


Siscock, 7 IZABRTM Hawsan Vivias, Cheltenham, ing 
b Keeper Dee at415 County Court bul 


—_ 
Sure, Janes, Leith EMtainey, Rag Merchant Dec 14 at 
Off Nee, 22, Park row, 
Sou, Bow ann Joann, Walsall, Butcher Dee 14 at 11.90 
Ot Hoe, Walaall 
sina Jous 3 Lag Seatotnel, Draper Dec 17 at 12.00 
y 46 Sti 


w hone 4 Rail 
sips usin Iam, AMES, wey apron, 1 Baar Se, 


LinesAn's inn 





Witprxe, Davin, Nechells, Birmingham, Baker Dec 18 at 
11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Wynne, yore Hortox, Wolstanton, Staffs, Colliery 
Viewer Dec 19 at 10.30 Off Rec, Newcastle under 


Lyme 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
BarnarD, ARTHUR, a Surrey, Gent Croydon Pet 
June 24 Ord Dec 
Beever, CHARLES dl Nottingham, Watchmaker 
No’ Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 


Be.t, Partie Wi111am, Witton Hall Farm, Witton Gilbert, 
Durham, Farmer Durham Pet Oct 27 Ord Dec 4 
Berry, Marrua, Bradford, Lithograper Bradford Pet 
Dee 6 Ord Dec 


6 
Bounps, Watrer, Canterbury, Plasterer Canterbury Pet 
Dec 5 Ord Dee 5 


Brassinetoy, ALoysivus, Dev am Veterinary 
8 Exeter Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 


Daistey, Epwarp, Albion bidngs, + storm 


Commission Aont_ h Court Pet Dec2 Ord I 
Davies, Ricwarp, ree pol nr Denbigh, J add 
Ban; Pet Nov 4 


Drake, Harry, Gt Horton, Worsted Spinner Bradford 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec4 

EsGe.uarp, Coartes Wiiu1ay, Gt St Leng 's, Importer of 
Foreign Goods High Court Pet Sept 20 Ord Dec 6 

Git, Josepu VALDERRAMA, Love lane, ee, Merchant 
High Court Pet Dec 6 

Grew, Tuomas, Ashby de la Zouch, Leics, Carter Burton 
on Trent Pet ‘Nov 19 Ord Dee 4 

Hate, Joseru, Southport, Bricklayer Liverpool Pet Nov 
18 Ord Dec 


6 
Hamer, Joun. waved, Ogmore Vale, Glam, Builder 
Cardift Pi Bet Bee 8 Ord Dec 5 


Hayweoon, Bioxey, Griffydam, Leics, Grocer Leicester 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 
Hemper, ADELAIDE A Totterdown, Somerset, Married 
Woman Bristol | ks Coun Ord Dec 5 
Hint, Wirxiam, L Portsmouth Pet 
5 Ord Dec5 


Hover, Sterpuen, Penzance, Basket Maker 
Deci Ord Dec 3 





Truro Pet 
Ho.sr0ox, Joun Dean, Leicester, Hatter Leicester Pet 
Dec 1 Ord Dec1 


Howricus, ALEXANDER, Bishopsgate st, Merchant High 
Court Pet Oct 11 Dec 6 
Laneton, Tuomas a Wakefield, Joiner Wakefield 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 


Lea, Wriiuam Sta, “Hane, Cement Manufacturer 
Hanley Pet Oct10 Ord Dec 

Lewis, Isaac, ag ag Mon, Farmer Newport, 
Mon Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 

Macrnarr, A Lamont, Stoke Newington rd, Doctor of 
Medicine High Court Pet Oct1 Ord Dec 6 

Mircuett, Cuarves, Liverpool, Chartered Accountant 
Liverpool Pet Oct 22 Ord Dec4 

Marers, Atrrep, Meeting House lane, Peckham, Builder’s 
Foreman High Court Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 3 

Neve, Joun, Otterden, eg ey Kent Farmer Can- 
terb Pet Dee 5 Ord Dee 

Ox.ey, V nates , Bg | Woollen 

nu sage? f Pet Nov19 Ord Dee 5 
PerryMay, Sean. axes, Old Windsor, Builder Windsor 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 


Pererson, Peter, Manselton Swansea, Grocer Swansea 
Pet Dec 4 Ord 


Pirr, Grorce, East Grimstend, Wilts, Farmer Salisbury 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 5 

Seawett, Tuomas Samver, Cuartes Epwarp Kersuaw, 
and Frevericxk Warren, Villiers st, ee, Auc- 
tioner High Court Pet Oct 15 Ord Dec 

Sixcock, ExizapetH Hannan Vivian, Cheltenham 

Lodging house Keeper Cheltenham Pet Nov 27 Ord 
6 

Tew, Evwarp Joseru, Walsall, Butcher Walsall Pet 
Dec1 Ord Dec 5 

Wamsvey, Sam, and Jonatnuanx Leacn Inoxz, Bradford, 
Engineers Bradford Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 5 

Wanrsurtox, Saran Grecory, Bradford, geiotes, 

Manchester Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 

Warxtiys, Ennxest, Aldermanbury Postern, | 

Agent High Court Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 


SALae OF ENSUING WEEK, 


Dee, 1 8. B, Cuank & Son, at the Mart, E.C., at 
2 orclook, rrocholdand Residential Property (see advertises 
ment, Dec. 6, p. 98). 


Dec. 18.- —Mesars. Fietp & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 


Fa ae Freehold Ground-rent (see advertisement this 
wee 
Dec ae as H. E. Foster & Cnayrixvp, at the Mast, 


at 2 o'clock, Leasehold Residence and Share in 
Frechald Eataten (see advertisement, Nov. 24, P. 4). 


 AW.—Great Saving Abstracts Copied at pr 


fta, Costs, and Briefs One 
Penny per folio; Deeds En od Three Half-pence per 


STOMNe 
folio net.— Kuun A Laxuam, 3, Chichester-rents, by 4, 
Chancery-lane, W.C 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ape} MAKERS, 


BY the Lox. APPOINTMENT 
T aa Me Lord Chancel the Whole of the 
, oP beech Corporation of London, ho. 
ROBES YOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS: 
Taw Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University ang Olerqy Gownss 
ESTABLISIL 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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